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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON TITLE I OF THE ELE-
MENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT

TUESDAY, MARCH 6,1979

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY ,SECONDARY,

AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:35 a.m.. in rcom

2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Carl D.3Perkins (chair-
man of the. subcoMmittee) presiding. .

Members present: Representatives Perkins, Hawkins," Kildee,
Miirphy, Kogovsek, Goodling, Erdahl, Ashbrook, and Hinson.

Staff present: John F. Jennings, majority counsel; Martin LaVor,
minority senior legislative associate; and Charles Radcliffe, Minor-
ity counsel.

Chairman PERKINS. The committee will come to order this morn-
ing. We are going to call forward the following panel: Dr. Oliver
.Himley, chief of title 1, ESEA, Iowa Department of Pubhe Instruc-
tion; Ms. Jo Leta Reynolds, director of Compensatory Education,
Tennessee State Department of Education; Mr. William,J. Johnston,
general superintendent, Los Angeles Unified School District; Dr.
Arthur Jeffejeon, general superintendent, Detroit Public Schools;
Mr. Thomas/Rosica, director of Federal Programs for Philadelphia
Public Schools; Ms. Fay Harbison, director, Project Catch-Up, New-
port Beach, Calif.; Ms. Marcelyn Hobbs, Reading/English Rotation
project, Morris Middle School, Thomson, Ga

I would like all of you to come around as a panel this
We will refrain from asking questions until after all the statements
halm been made, in order to expedite the procedure and conserve
time since we have an important meeting of the House here at
noon.

Before we start this morning, I want to welcome all of you here, I
know Mr. Gus Hawkins wants to introduce Mr. Johnston from his
own State.

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, thank you.
4t I am very pleased and honored to represent, as it were, the very

4 uistinguished Superintendent of Schools for the.Los Angeles Unified
Schools, Mr. William Johnston. Mr. Johnston is well known by most

( 1
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of us. May I simplY say that he has one of' the largest districts in the
country, and we have very difficult problems, as in other districts.
Despite these very difficult and very trying days in Los Angeles, we
do have an outstanding educational system, 1Wr. Johnston. I am
very proud that he is one of the representatives of the district at the
congressional ievel. We are very pleased to have him hereand it is
a pleasure to intreduce him to the committee.

Chairman PERKINS. Thank you very much.,
All right, Dr. Him ley, chief' of title I, ESEA, Iowa Department of

Public Instruction, we are glad to 'welcome you here, and you may
start.

It would svve a useful purpose, in my judgment, if, without
objection, the entire statements of all you ladies and gentlemen are
inserted in the record in toto, as though you delivered them. It may
be useful if you could summarize those statements this morning;
otherwise the bells may ring, and we will not have any time at all
for questions.

We will start with you, Dr. Him ley.
[The prepared st4ement of Dr. Himley followil

41P
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TESTIMONY PRESENTED BY DR. OLIVER T. HIMLEY, STATE TITLE ; DIRECTOR, IowA

Mr. Chairman And Nekbers of the Sub-.Committee on Elementary) Secondary,

I
and Vocational Education, my name is Oliver T. Mislay. ...I have served ai the

Stilts Director of Title I, ESEA, in Iowa since August of 1970. / am also

.-.rrently serving as President of the National Association of State Coordi-

nators of Title I, ESEA.
. .

, ,

.

I must first *aprons my appreciation for being given the opportunity

to provide testimony today representing my State and my.counterparts.across.

the nation. Secondly, I wish to expres appreciation to the Federal Govern.

ment for having enacted P.L. 95-561. In my view, it evidences a continued

responsiveness by tha Federal Government tO identified educational needs.

I recognize that I as here to testify relative to Title /, !SEA. I

would like to; however, briefly acquaint the Sub-Committee more specifically
u

with our organization, h believe the information ebOut the organization may

be useful to you in Oversight or Reauthorization Hearings in the foreseeable

future.

The purpose of the organization is to provide a vehicle for the exchange

of ideas among the various 3tates and io setve as the-official body repre-

senting the general wishes, desires, opinions and needs, of the State Coor-

dirators of Title ESEA. The mombership ele2tp it's officers and a repre-

sentative from each of the ten H.E.W. Reeons. This group serves as the Board

cf Directors. Each of the Board of Directors claire a committee and each

member nerves on two committees. Committees include: Program Improvament,

chaired by Ms. Elisabeth A1fred of Nebraska; the Evaluations Committee, chaired

by Mr. Clarence Morris of Arkansas; and we have several Legal Concerns Sub-

. Committees. The organization would be pleased to lend its' somewhat unique

perspective to you in any of your delibe:ations.

1.
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More specifically in regard to Title I I believe that the cornerstone

of this program is found in Section 101.(a) of Public Law 95-561 which pro-

vast:km following title -- "TITLE I -- FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO MEET SPECIAL

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF CHILBREN"*. It is noteworthy that,the title does not

state a to attempt to meet . . . /t is also noteworthy that the title

speaks te the educatioeal needs of children. Anyone charged with the reopen- -1p

- sibility of administering this Program Ishould review the title periodically.

P In so doing, one realizea that fiscal acconntability and compliance witu the ,

various legal requirements, while important, are not the ofily areas of respoti-

sibility associated with this program. It would appear that programs funded

with Title I funds should be, therefore, leRal and effective. There is

nothing to imply that those twu reqnirements are mutuall4 exclusive or that

one shoula not strive to meet both criteria simultaneously. I do believe

that the Title I programs 4ave for the last several years, been legal in an

overwhelmi.g majority of instances. / tiled believe that they have demon-

strated their effectivepess.within their financial-parameters.

Achieving the intent of this legislation requires concerted effort from

federal, state, 5nd local agencies'. Such efforts,are most successful when,

one finds the elements of professional respect, open mindedness, and true

involvement,within and across those agency lines. I believe that we have

all come a long way in that regard.

I will provide evidence of program effeAtiveness in toms of student

achievement. Before ihat is done, however I will provide at least some il-

lustrations Qf other benefIts derived from Title I. I believe that the evi-

dence is mounting that the spin-off benefits from Title I that accrue to the

"regular" school program or other federally funded programs are of considerable
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magnitude iind must be recognized.'

First of all, it is important to remtnd ourselves that Title I 'programa
C

are almost always directed toward the improvement of reading or mathematics

skills of the educationally disadvantaged students. NIt should surprise no

one this). much has beGn learned, since the advent of Title I, about diagnos-
e

ing reading and mathematics skill deficiencisp Equally as important es the;

muct) h'as beenNilleld abour,developing programs.to correct those identified

deficiencies. Therefore,.it'should surprise no one that many of the "reme-1

dial" methodologies of Title I programs have been implemented as "preventa-

tive" methodolOgies.in the "regular" school programs. This has occurred

éonsciously or otherwise in Most local, educational agencies. It also can'

be demonstrated at the state level. A classic illustratiOn is 'the State of
,

Rhode Island.

In an effort to improve the Title I reading programs in their Siete,

the State Agency Title I Division caused to be dbveloped, a document which

was to serveAS a planning document. It consisted of thirty-five reading

'ttanclards which they bel4ved to be essential in any effective Title I read-
s.

ing program...It is 'my understanding that the document is now being favorably
,

viewed as a document which would serve to improve the "regular" reading pro-

, gram in their State. It is also my .understanding that other states will\be

utiliiing the document in their effoi- to improWe the reading programs in

their respective s.tates. -

The Title I Unit in the Iowa Department of Public Instruction is currently

conaucting a rather extensive study of Title I reading programs in Iowa. It

involves two hundred forty-nine LEAs and approximately five hundred Title I

teachers. The purpose of the study is to identify key variables that contri-

bute to an effective Title I elementary school reading program. It is not a

duplication of the Rhode Island effort and it is entirely possible that alp

consortium effort could evolve for the two states.

9
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It ie my understanding that only one.state had *state funded compen..1

satory education program prior to the nactment,of Public Lav,09+10.,.SitsW

that..time, at least an additional sixteen states have
recognized tilt need '

e

for and implemented state compensiatory
education programs and41 understand

that all of them have'shown steady expansion. This.represents, to me, a

_rather remarkable.spinoff success story far Title I. Virtually all of those

states arc, however, not the rural type of state and are not vitwed as.lower

4

income states. The lower income states are, therefoee1 entirely dependent

upon'Title I for supplemental educational programs.
I

Most, if not ail states, have provided leadership.in improving the ei-
P

fectiveness of their Tctie I programs. Annual state program improvement con-
. 1

ferences are eponsored bya significanenumber of states. It is a tremendously

well received effort in the state thpt I represent. Region VII, which is made

dp of Nebraska, Kansas, Missoury,
and Iowa, has, through state agency coopera-

tion, sponsored regional program improvement conferences for sevdral years.

We believe it to be extremely worthwhile.

Another illustration is Utsconsin. The Title I Division there bas spon-

sored Title I workshops for,principals of Title I attendance centers. This 1

may only:appear to be a "common sense".effort, but it is my understanding

.that a soon to be released Rand Report elso identifies the principal as a

key figure in the effective program arena.'
States and LEAs have mode, rbelieve, an honest efiort *o cnmply with

'parent advisory committee requirements.
lhe State of Oregon has developed

n .

two extremely.useful documents in this, realm. I. dd not wish to imply that

., Oregon belieyeo that the parent effort should end with the advisory committee

effo t, buk unfortdnately there are individuals or groups that appear io place
.o

the e hasis on parent advisory committee activities as opposed to placing

,

1.1
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\.te emphasis on e tbe Chvolvement of parents in the instructlional programt.of
a ,
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their respective'yOuniiiers. Implementatioeof AecticIA 129 offPublie Law' ..
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sp56 would he li-'.04054 step forward'U implementing the intent of t4jitle .

._$. .!...'" ,.... ..

_. I4ogis eAnn."
1

e'Seati;of IoWa hie implemented Section 141(a)(14)() of '
. .

& . / ? -
. , .... 4r, ub1P4ii.LaW 93-380.14htch, of cpurse, speaks% to individualized educational ...,

t Aet %. . fe ) sakaps. It.wgeicae a mistake to let parene involvemeneconsistvof only the 1*

ki .. ' ' ';'?" - I k

litVisory committed/161e /1 outlined in Section 125.of Public Law 95-561. .

, 1 .

e Sectioa 151 of Public Law 93-380 mandated the development of evaluation

1.
-

models ;hd the providing of technical assistance to SEAs in the impl enta.

ti6n of thclee models. The models hair, been developed and have b n imple-4 .

me ed Ili many states, Iowkis not unique, e all Iowa'LEAs hay. imple-. .
'.

t

mented one of the models for the current year. is, of c e,.has beat
. 4. .

3

'tone without the federal Mandate which is in the offtng ne4 year. TheA

technical assistance center. for oyr,Tegion is the American Institutes lor

Research from.Palo'Alto, California. / am Pleased to report ttiat we have

recefved a tremendous mmnmit ofbsssistante from them. It was my privilege

to recently review a draft regv'of a teport'b'y select commietem charged with
&

' the respdnsibility of evalUating the effecdvenfas of the technical assistance

. cecters.fiapiOnvide. 'I wasspleased to note that our stisfaction in Region

VII, withour ,tichnical assistance renter is by nb mein, a dnique situation.
:

When L was invited to provide testimony,'I ingdired as to who else would

also be Cnvited. Upon learning"tha't the larga,PiAs would be ably represente4,

I decided to focus some attention on the rural areas. Rest essureeAthat"there

is ruial poverty aild accompanyag.rural.educational deprivatlon. 'It may not
, "

manifest itself as prominentlsy in t 4 rural aras.as in the metrOpWtan aielq;
4,a)

but it there. .4.

\ .

I.
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I surveyed a number of my counterparts in the more rural:states, and

they concurred in the presence of poverty and educational deprivation in

their states. One State Director of Title I cited the fact that eightytivs

of the ninety counties in her !hate would qualify for concentration grant

monies. All surveyed states were pleased with theieffectiveneis of their

Title I programs. Air
;

I ieferred earlier to the evaluation models. They wore, of course.

developed by itmc Research Corporation out of California. The metric developed

to measure student achievement gain is known as the normal curve equivalent

or better known as simply NCE. RMC Research Corporation establiShed*, through

the application of the modeltio existing exemplarY progrnuP and.by

statistical analysis, that a gain'of seven NCEs would, in their view, be

exemplary. 'The following table provides mean NCE gains from approximately

two, hundred,fifty Iowa LEAs during the 1977-78 school year.

Grade , Title I Readjala Title I Mathematics

2 ,,
7.8 4.7

7.4 6.3

4 4.4 7.5

5 5. 7 9.4

5.3 9.0

7 7.0 5.0

8 5,0 6.3

9 4.7

Mean Score 6.3 7.2
1.

believe the evidence is clear in Iowa, and we are not atypical, that

Title I is working well in a rural type of state.

% 9
;

111
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On a national basis, one should note:

1. VA Descriptive ind Analytic Study of.Compensatory Reading Programs"

conducted by the Education Testing Service (1976) found that child-
.,

ren in Title I reading programs-start out behind nom-compensatory

students during the fall but make mote progress than regular stu-

dents during the coupe of the school year. These children not only

improved their reading skills at a faster rate than students with-

out special help, but feel better about themselves as readers and

toward their reading activities than do their unassisted regular

scliool mates. The study also revealed that schools that received

Title I funds had greater concentrations of:educationally and eco-
..

.nomicalW deprived children than other schools,:and.the students

served in the Title I schools were in greater need (had lower test

scores) than were students, in non-Title I schools.

"Practices in ESEA, Title I Reading Achievement" prepared by the

Stanford Research Institute (1976) concluded that Title I must be

judged a significant success under Ihe currently accepted single

school year criterion.

The National Assessment of Educational Progress recently re-

ported that the reading scores of nine year old children have iisen

since the last assessment. This rise is particularly significant

in light of the general decline in scores on standardized tests.

While Title I can, by no.means, take total credit for this rise,

it ts of importance to note that the greatest thrust of Title I is

in reading, grades one through four, which includes children ages

six through nine.

1 3



10

1. The National Institute for Evaluation in its Instructional Dimon-
,

stone Study suggests thy compensatory instruction in reading and math

can meet with significant. success. Overall, the study showed that

the children made outstanding achievement gains. The results

certainly indicate that school districts can create ths conditions

necessary tomake compensatory instructional services effective4.

I firmly believe that the Title I program is a success atory.

.aanK uou.

STATEMENT OF OLIVER HIMLEY, CHIEF OF TITLE I, ESEA, IOWA
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Dr. HIMLEv. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee.

I am Oliver Him ley. I am the State title I director in the State of
Iowa, and I have served in that capacity since August of 19'10.
Currently I am also serving as the president of the National Associ-
ation of the State Title I Coordinators.

I do want to express appreciation for the opportunity to provide
testimony today, and also express particular appreciation to you,
Mr. Chairman, for passing Public Law 95-561. I 'believe it does
represent, or indicate a responsiveness on the part of the Federal

0.Government to the needs of the educationally disadvantaged boys
and girls across the country.

c. As we think in terms of current situations, I believe we must
recognize and accePt the Proposition 13 syndrome, whether we agree
with it or not. I am also aware, as you people certainly are, that
State legislators are pressing for a balanced Federal budget, and in
that light I would like to think that the testimony being given here
this morning will assist, hvefully, down the road, in getting some
adequate apwopriations as far as title I is concerned.

I would submit to you that title I is one of the best, if not the best
educational areas in which to invest Federal dollars. Certainly, for
one thing, there is need for such a program. I think the need for the
program has been , demonstrated time and time again, and our
written testimony will speak to that point.

In addition to that, our written testimony will speak to theI
think in rather objective terms, the effectiveness of the programs.

One thing which I think we sometimes overlook as we look at
programs, we tend to look only at the achievement data, for
example, of ,title I students. I am not suggesting that that is not
important. I would like to emphasize . this morning that I think
there are many, many spin-off benefits from title I that accrue to
regular school programs.

So as we think in terms of whether or not, or how much money
should be invested in title I, I don't believe our view should be
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restricted only to the title I program per fie. There are spin-off
benefits that accrue to the regular program as well. i .

For example, I think all of us have learned much since the advent
of title. I about the diagnosis prescription of reading problems,
programs, and many of those' so-called remedial procedures have
found their way into the preventative methodologies as far as the
regular instructional program is concerned.

i would also submit that States have grown in their capacity since
the advent of title I in terms of being able to provide leadership to
the school districts that need that type of assistance.
; As I did in the written testimony, I would like to particularly cite
this morning, as an illustration, the State of Rhode Island, obvi-
ously not a very large State, but by the same token, a State that has
done much in terms of the development of effective reading
programs.

The State that I represent, Iowa, has done much in terms of also
focusing in on the effectiveness of reading pl.( grams. I would believe
that the two States will probably end up with some type of consor-
tium to, again, hopefully, improve programs even beyond the point
they are currently at.

.The State of Oregon has developed and shared with States across
the country, hanabooks with respect to parent advisory councils.
These are just a few of the illustrations indicating the growth that
has taken place within the'LEA's a.id the SEA's Pcross the country.

The point that I am leading into here, I believe, is that th.e
structure for developing and delivering effective educational pro-
grams is in place. It is in place at the Federal level, the State level,
and the local level; and when one considers that title I represents
only 3 to 4 percent of the total amount of money spent for education
across the country, I truly believe title I is a success story, and it does
represent, in my view, an excellent investment in education by the
Federal Government.

I will not dwell on th objective type of data that is presented in
the written testimony. I will stop for now, and be pleased to attempt
to answer questions later on, if you have any.

Thank you.
Chairman PERKINS. Thank you, very much for an excellent

testimony.
Our next witness is Mrs. Jo Leta Reynolds, director of compensa-

tory education, Tennessee State Department of Education. You go
ahead, Mrs. Reynolds, we are glad to welcome you here.

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Reynolds f5llows:]
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TESTIMONY PRESENTED By Jo LETA REYNOLDS, DIRECTOR, COMPENSATORY, EbUCATION,

STATE OF TENNESSEE

!Al., Chairman and '.4embers of the Subc:mmittur en Flomentary, Secondury,

and Vocational Education, my name is Joi.t.c:, Ueynolds. I have

eerved lj the 'tare Direeter of Compeneatory ::ducation (Title I. ESEA), in

Tennee,: since Jul7 of 1976.

On ',ehalf of the Tennessee Department of, Education, I wish to express

sincere apprecia0 n to each of you for giving me the opeortunity to re-
et

present my State and submit written testimony and lai.er to appear before

yLu to present oral testimcny. To.my knowledae, this is the first tme

the Tennessee State Department of Education has been afforded this honor,.

I also wish to exnress apereciation to those who worked endlessly in

securing the enactment of P.L. 95-561. From its inception, Title I of the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, has been "an Act co strengthen and

improve eiucational quality and educational opportunitiee'in the Nation's

elementary and secondary schools". In this testimony, I will: (I) Pro-

vide en overview of what Title I has meant tc the youth of Tennessee.

(For many 4f Tennessee's children, it has meant their first opportunity to

receive the individual attention they needed to become productive, self-

sufficient individuals.): (2) Provide a brief description of the scope

and nature of Title I in Tennessee. (All of Tennessee's one hundron forty-

eight (14'8) local education
agencies and its cne (1) special secondary

schucl participate in Title I. It is one means by which educati4nally de-

prived children can receive the help they need in order to succeed.); (3)

Provide a desmeiption of the major types of programs funded under Title I.

(This description gives one an idea of the impact of Title I in Tennessee.

For example, nne hundred forty-eight (148) of Tennessee's one hundred

forty-nine (149) local school systems conduct remedial reading programs

funded under Title I.); (4) Provide information regarding program

effectiveness in terms of benefits other than student achievement. (For
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example., improved teachinq methods, materials, ete.lare one measure of

progroM effectiveno:v,.. ,nother example is-.that of the spin.off effect

which benefits .,!-!,enool children in homes having children participating

in Title r.); PeAcribe the impact of Title 1 in Tennessee by giAidg

a description of the student partiCipation in Title I in Tennessee. (It .

is estimated that less then half of those students eligible to receive

Title I receive services. The major reason for this appears to be lack

of funds.): (6) Dedcribe the attempt to evaluate the success of Title I

programs in terms of student achievement. (The State average NCE gain

in reading was 4.2. It was 7.7 in math.); and (7) Describe the need for

increased funding. (Title I funde cannot remain static if programs are

to continue at the same level as one Uncle them now. This is even more

critical, as school systems strive to comply with Section 124(k),

.F.L. 95-561.)

Before going into other appects of Title I, a brief description of

the scope of Title I in Tennessee would be in order. Tennessee has

ninety-five counties. Within these counties, there are one hundred

' forty-eight (148) local school systems and one special school which is

operated by the Tennessee State Department of Education and, for the most'

part, is treated as a school system. Title I programs can be found in

eligible schools within each of the school systems in Tennessee. From

this, one can see that Title / affects educationally deprived children

from the Westernmost end of Tennessee eastward across Middle Tennessee to

the Easternmost tip of the State.

For the most part, Tennessee can be classified as rural, however, it

also hae one of the Nation's largest metropolitan cities. In Tennessee
*

one finds, however, that whether rural or urban, educational deprivation

exists and is closely related to economic deprivation. That is, in

44.41)2 l) '19 2 1 7
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Tennessee, one finds.thar the majority of educationally deprived children

come from areas with high con(!qntrations of economic deprivation, Congress'

Declaration of Policy as set forth in Section 101 of P.L. 95-561 is con-

sistent with the needs in Tennessee.

Title I grants to the,local school systems in Tennessee.range from

aeproximately $11,000 tO a grant, i one system, in excess 'of $11

dollars with approximately 50% of the school systems.receiving-grants

within the $50,001 to $250,000 range.

eutieving the intent of the Legislation requires a concerted effort

of cooperation and mutual understanding among the involved federal, state,

and local agencies. In Tennessee, the State Department of Education and

.the Local Education Agencies have made sincere and concerted 'efforts to

implement Title I as Congress intended by its passage of the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act.

Title I activities for educationally deprived students are experiences

that would be difficult, if not impossible, for the regular classroom

teacher to provide. As if they are not burdened enough, the ducationally

disadvantaged children are handicapped further by the conditions under

which they are educated in the regular classroom and they respond &sone

would expect: their reading ability is inferior and continues to decline

without remediation, their achievement poorer, and their frustration

greater. All this, without remediation, leads to a sequence of failure,

disruptive behavior, and dropping out of school. The educationally dis-

advantaged children, if they are to succeed, need to participate in

activities to which they can contribute, through which they can earn the

respect of others, and in which they can improve their performance. The/

need a challenge, and yet, they need some measure of success, and above

all, they need to develop the attitude that education is related to their

I 3
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lives and their purposes.. They need to know haw a thing will affeot them

'.personally. In my.opinion, Title I, whvn Ltfplemo".ted as intenled by

Congress, is one means by which educationally dlsadvantaqed children can

receive the help they need in orderlto succeed.

Success or".ented Compensatory Education classes, while addressing an

educational.need, involve, as a rule,..amall group delivery methods wiqt a

noncympetitive atmosphere being. set 4nd encouragement given to students

to shete, take chances, explore, and ultimately to achieve at the highest

level they are capable of reaching. Title I has demonstrated that with

individualized instruction, one can, among other things, reasonably ex-

pect: (1) Test scorns of students to irprove beyond the normal expectations

in a regular classroom, (2) Self-worth to grow, rnd (3) Parent involvement

to increase.

There would be "school" even if Title / funds were not available, but,

without federal funds, especially Title I, educationally deprived students

would be denied the cpportunity to receive the si,plementary experiences

needed if they are tJ achieve at an acceptable rate.

A description of the major types of programs funded under Title I eives

one an idea of the impact of Title I in Tennessee. During FY '78, the best

available data indicate. of the one hundred forty-nine (149) school systems

in Tennessee, one hundred fortydight (148) conducted remedial reading

programs funded under Title I. Various grades were involved, however,

major emphasis was placed on services to students in grades 1-6. The data

indicate seventy-eight (78) of the school systems implemented Title I

math programs and twenty-five (25) of the school systems conducted other

types of Title / programs designed to meet the special educational needs

of educationally deprived children. In FY 78, one hundred (100) of

Tennessee's school systems included, as a part of their Title I program,

7 n
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support services in one or wore of the following areas: health. food,

social, medical, dentat, and clothing. These supportive services ware

provided only if they wire not otherwise available and only to those

.
dtudents involved in the Tttl t instructional activities.

6

Program effectiveness can best be shown in terms of student achievement

and will be presented in detail later in this testimony. There are, how-

,

ever, other benefits derived from Title I. For example, in Tennessee, the

spin-off benefits from Title I funded activities are apparent when one

reviews vetching methods, materials and delivery systems being adopted fer

use in the regular classroom. These spin-off lienefits are also realized

as one talks with parents of pre-school children who also have school age

children in the Title I programs. Is appears that seccessful experiences

in Tieie I classes are brought home by the Title I students and, as a

result, younger, pre-school children receive spin-off benefits from Title I

programs. Also, in Title I program having a home-school compment,

especially those featuring a liaison approach between the school and the

home, it appears that paraats receive training which helps them to help

their school age children and as a result are also better able to help

their pre-school children before they leave home and experience the more

threatening atmosphere of the regular school classroom.

Now let's turn to another measure of the impact Title I has had on the

youth of Tennessee - that of number of participants. Table I depicts

figures taken from the evaluation reports of FY '76 Title I programs.

These reports were submitted te the State Education Agency by the Local

Education Agencies. Table I presents the number 'of participants (undupli-

cated FTE), from public and private schools, by grade group, for the regular

school term as well as during the summer. As clearly shown by Table I,

0 'ria
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TABLE I

'NUMBER OF TITLE I PARTICIPAidS,(UNDUPLICATED FTE)
BUM= FY 78

a-

Regular Term
Public Private

' Summer l'erm
Public Private

Pre K IS K 5436

Grades 1-6 82,364 ..99
4701 . 129

" Grades 79 11,589 292 21.

Grades 10-12 567 217
-

Total 99,976 99 ''' 5210 150
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Title t. in FY 74 in Tenneseee, provided Hervices to approximately

100,075 (FTE) students during the roeular school term. The body count

for the same period was approhimately,I03,119. During the Fv.'78 summer ,

period, approximateLy 5,360 (FTE) students were served in twelve (12) I

summer programs. Even though these figures wrsild lead one to believe that

a vast number of students are hews served, perhaps more importaatly, and

somewhat.unsaid is the fact that an estimated 2484907,children in Tennessee,

duriug the sameperioe o( time, were eligible for setvices but lees than

half received Title I services. The major ieason for ihis appeared to be

lack of funds. Also, it is s.gnificant to note that only twelve (12)

summer programs were conducted. Others were needed but Title I funds were

used during.the regular schmol year and were not sufficient to proVide much

needed additional services during the summer vhich, perhaps, would have

helped to sustain gains.realized during the regular school term.

Another means of demonstrating the impact of Title I services in

Tennessee is to look at the number of participants by type of service.

Table II presents the number of participants in FY '78 (Duplicated Count)

by t: e of. service. These numbers were taken from reports submitted,by

LEAs across the state. Table II would lead one to believe that many stu-

dents receive services as a result of Title I. This is true, but more

is ne2ded. The table does not cell the whole story. A review of LEAs

reporting the number of educationally deprived children by type of need,

shOwed that approximately fifty-eight percent (58%) of those identified

as educationally deprived and demonstrating needs in the erea.of reading

were receiving Title I services. Only fiay-one percent (517) of the

educationally deprived children identified as having a need in the area of

math were being served in Title I classes, and nineteen percent (197) of

the educatiotally deprived students demonstrating other academic needs were

4,
. -0074
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TABLE LI

WIDER OF TITLE I PARTICIPANTS (DUPLICATED COUNT)

u. BY AREA OF SERVICE DURING FY 78

;

4,

Regular Summer

Reading

Math

Other Academic

Support Services

81,571

. 36,044

5,227

48,003

7,678

- 3,399

'344

1,043

.!

;

4
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being served. This demonstrates the nevd for nut only a continuation

funding but a need for increased fundine in order to.meetthe needs of these

children. For example, ln one rural echool system in Tennessee,. twelve ('

hundred and ninety-two (1,292) stadents have heen.found to-he below.grale

level in Math. Due o insufficient funds. no Title I remedial math set.-

vices are being provided.

To provide the services deScribed in thi testimony, it takes dedicated,

qualified personnel. .Table III depicts the Title i staff, by category. as .

was reported by LEAs, which were employed to provide Title t servicesoto

'educationally, deprived children during FY '78. It is also significant te

note that, in Tennessees largest school system alone, it is estimate4 that

with the anticipated FY '80 level of funding, it aay be necessary to remove

one hundred dedlcated and qualified teachers from the Title I payroll.
6

Also involved, among other things, would be a red in(specialized

materials and supplies needed by the remainimg Title I teachers.

Title I also contributes to the improyement of debilitating and demoral-

izing community factors by providing an opportunity for parents to serve as

constructiva'forces in the edu.ation of their children.

Title I funds were also used to fund parent advisory cOuncil activities.

In FY '78, approximately S146,226 in Title, I funds were reported as spent

for parent advisory counsil activities. It has'been found inthe State of

Tennessee that parent involvement as it relates to instruction is the most

effective type of irvolvement of parents. One urban school system reported:

"We feel that the program accomplishments can
be felt by the fact that we

had three hundred forty-eight parents of Title I students who are dctively

involved in ?AC activities last year They supported the program in many

ways, and their suggestions and ideas have been incorporated into our pro-
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TABLE UI

' 1

THURBER OF TITLeI PERSONNEL,(FTE) DURING FY 78p.
11

Regular Summer

Directors '

Teachers

Aides

4 118

.1907

1939

27'
582%

128

. Subject. Matter Specialists 4 ' 48 r 9

Resource Perspnnel -41 18
4,19,
4.1

Counseling Es Psychological Personnel 64 1

Other (Health & Social Services. ' 239 . 54
Secretaries, Maintenance,
PAC.Coordinators, Drivers)

% TOTAL 4356 819
.

V.
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posals as they are developed each year. garents hare been.chal:.enged

to further their own education, and numerous Title I aides are presently

employed as teachers in our'schoel system. Our data indicate that where

parents become active participants in the program at school and assisc,their

children at home in'our parent-card prc...ram that' achievement dc,Is increase.

\,,..

.1.nu. compare8 with/non-participating parents, an average of fi4e additiona1
,

.

-:-.

montts was noted,

!

nother urban school sysiem_involved its Title 1 parents by telephone

contasts, notes/letters and other written communication, by parent-teacher

confeiences, and by Title I classroom visitation add work within the class-

room. A survey of this system's Title I parents showed that of the one

,thousand nine hundred fiftynsix (1,956) parents surveyed, one thousand niae

hundred and eighteen (1,918) indicated that the reading.aupport program had

aided in,his/her childs' progress in regular reading class in school. One

thousand one hundred and eighty-one (1,181) of the one thouSand two hundred

and sixteen (1,216) parents surveyed felt that the math et.pport program ha0

aided his/her child in the regular math class in school..

To help evaluate the success of Title I programs, Section 151 of Public

.

Law 93-380 mandated the development of evaluation models and the providing

.
of technical assistance to SEA's in the implementation of those models.

The models have been developed as required by RMC Research Corporation of
,

California. The metric developed to measure student achievement gain was

. the normal cur4a equivalent or what is commonly referred to as the NCE.
..., ,

Tenne see began discussions concerning the. Model in 1976, and beginning with

the F '77 Title I programs, was one of the first states to implement the

models. All Systems in Tennessee, beginning with the FY '77 Title I program,

.
were gequired to use,Model A-1 which required the use of a norm-referenced

test for both the pre and post test. Tennessee's implementation of one of

. . .

>"
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the modals was done without the federal mandece which is apparently

down-the-pike filti next year. The technical assistance center for our region,

Region IV, is the Educational Testing Service (ETS) ftom Atlanta, Georgia.

Tennessee has received a tremendous amount of support and help from.the

staff of the center. Center personnel assisted State Educational Agency

Personnel in orientating Local Educational Agency Personnel to the use of

the model and in coming to an understanding of the meaning of the MCE and how

to use results of tests which are expressed in NCE gains.

It is my understanding that the NCE is like an index, for example, it

might be compared to the Gross National Product and Dow Jones. It is an

effort to report in a common way. It is recognized that anv positive NCE

over 0) can be attributed to Title I. The Standard Deviatien'is 21.06,

and in the usa of the NCE, it is felt that a scale of about 0-12 can be

anticipated. Zero (0) NCE.means no learning occurred because of Title I.

it'is generally understood that an NCE gain of three to four (3-4) should

'be expected with a gain of six to seven (6-7) in some cases. ANC Research

Corporation established, thropgh the application of the mOdels to existing

exemplary programs and by other statistical analysis, that a gain of seven.

(7) 14CEs would,'in their view, be exemplary. This background information

is provided as an introduction to Table IV which presents the NCE gain,

by grade, in reading and math. Table IV also shows a concentration of

services in grades two throu3h six (2-6). It further shows that even though

d t

very few students are served at the upper grade levels, an NCE gain is

shown.

The state average NOE gain in reading was 4.2 It was 7.7 in math. It

should le *noted chat the NCE gain in math was one third (1/3) the Standard

Deviation of. 21.06. in reading the average weighted NCE gain statewide for

grades 1-6 was 4.2. It was 4.3 for grades 7-9 and 1.5 for grades 10-12.

2 7
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TABLE iy

NCE CAIN BY GRADE LEVEL WRING FY 78

Grade

Reading

No. Tustud Gain

Math

No. Tested Cain

2 11,084 4..7 3,698 8.6

t

3 8,194 3.8 3.603 10.4

4 7,759 4.1 4,567 9.3

5
7,070 3.3 4,467 6.3

6
..

6,847 ,2.8 4,419 3,3

7 3,217 4.0 1,025 6.6

8 2,075 4,6 802 4,6

9 418 5.8 340 6.2

10 180 2.4 15 9.8

11 113 .1 13 11.4

12 46 2.2 2 11.5
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In math, the averaue weighted*NCE gain statewide for grades 1-6 Was 7.9,

for grades 7.9, it was 5.7, and for grades 10-12, it was.10.6..

The gains noted above took into consideration all4reporting LEAs in the

State of Tenneasee. To demonstrate the impact of Title I.ia cerms of An'.

dent gains, in reading in rural areas, Table V shove the average NCE gain

for students in ten (10) basically typical rural school systems in

Tennessee. It should be noted that this table indicates that three thousand

.six hundred seventy-three (3,673) students were tested and the Average

Weighted NCE gain was 6.1.

Likewise, it should be noted that gains are also made in Tennessee's

,urban school systems. One urban school system reported: "Title I is an

effective tool in fighting educaLional dePriviation and ... pupil achieve-

ment gains.have averaged over 1.2 grade levels per year over the last three

years."

Another urban school system presented the following evidence of program

.effectiveness in terms of student ,aphievement, Approximately 12,801 child-

ren were served in grades pre-K - 8th. In rewling, three thousand and

seventeen (3,017) Title I students were testea in grades two through six

(2-6). The average gain was 5.7 months. This is compared with.four thou-

sand two hundred and five (4,205) non-Title I students tested in grades

two through six (2-6). The average gain for non-Title I students was 4:8

months. In mathematics, three thousand three hundred.and ainety-seven

.(3,397) Title I,students were tested in grades two through six (2-6): The

average gain was 7.8 months. This is compared with four thousand one

hundred and ninety-six (4,196) non-Title I students tested in grades two

through six .(2-6). The average gain for non-title I students was o.6

months. Also, in mathematics, six hundred and seven (607) Title I stedents

in grades seven through eight (7-8) were tested. The average gain we's 9.7
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TASLE V,

AVERAGE CAIN CN READtNG'IN TEN RURAL TENNESSEE

SCHOOL SYSTEMS rRINO FY 78

SystuM (4-i1es No. Tet;ted Avg. NCE Gain

01 2-4 410 9.8 lb

01' 5-6 290 7.6

02 - 2-6 .213 2.8
... oer

03 2-6 300 4.7

04 2-6 455 3.7

.,
05 2-6 286 7%6

06 2-6 226 3.9

07 2-6 191 7.5

08 26 196 4.9

09 2-8 456 9.0 Zl,

10 2-8 630 4.9

TOTAL 367a Avg. Weighted 6.1

NCE Gain

t33
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months. This is compared with seven hundred eighty-two (782) non-Title I

studunts tested in erades seven through eight (7-8). The average gain ror

non-Title I students was 5;3 honths.

I believe the evidence is clear in Tennessee, Title I is working well.

It has been the bright spot in the educational program for thousands of

studunte. Fait there aru thousands of students desperately nuedim: Titic I

services who do not receive them because Title I services are dependent. ,

'in large measure, upon the funding level of Titli3 I. The need is clear not

only for services to meet the needs of unserved students,but also there is

a riemonstrated need to expand current services, especially in the critical

areas of reading and math. As has been shown from Local Educational Agency

.reports, current Title I funding basically provides reading at the elementary

level. Consequently, if LEAs are to, have secondary Title L'programs or

summer programs as the Legislation (Section 124(k), P.L" 95-561) encourages,

either additional Title I funds are needed.or LEAs will be forced to cut

back current elementary programs in.order to generate funds for use at the

secondary level.

Funding of Title I cannot be static, it must increase if current programs

are to be maintained and additional services are to'be provided. It is

estimated that funding at the same level would actually mean a reduction

of as much as ten percent (10%) in some programs due in part, to the rising

rate of inflation. One urban'school system wrote: "...If we receive the

same amount for next school year which we received for the one presently

in session, t would, in fact, amount to a decrease. In order to give the

projected cost of living, fringe benefits, etc., our budget would increase

4 seven to ten percent. In order to hold our own, so to speak, we would

require a seven to ten percent increase in new funding."



Also, it should be noted that P.L. 31-874,, Suction 5e funds, while

difficult to administer, havu provided Additional monies which have supple-

mented Title I programs or have. provikkd Title / tyPe reroxrams. The dis-

continuation of the categorical nature of these funds would have a definite

effect on Title I services available to educationally deprived children in

the State of Tennessee unless Title I fimaintl in increased so as to offset

the discontinuation.

One urban school system wrotel ""...We anticipate a loss of $202

thousand dollars in P.L. 874.compensatoryEducation funds. This loss

represents approximately an amount equivalent to 11!!' of'our Title I FY '74

funding. The school system will be required to fund personnel salaries at

a level equivalent to 7% or more (increments must be considered) higher

than FY '79. Additionally, fringe benefits will be higher and the cost

of materials and supplies will be escalated by more than R. These factocs

wheniain into consideration mean
that our system must have approximately

20 more Title I funding for FY '80 as opposed to FY '79 or reduce its

programs by a Like percentage, .
Without an increase in funding ..., we

will have to cut
back.programming with a projected loss of nine to eleven

classes. The educational arrangement used willdetermine the actual

cutback number."

A bright spot in anticipated Title I funding is the provision set forth

in Section 117 of P.L. 95-561. It is anticipated that concentration grants

will affect eighty-five (85) of Tennessee's ninety-five (95) counties.

Full funding of the concentration grant proVision will enable Local Edu-

cational Agencies in Tennessee's counties to provide more effective programs

of instruction, especially in the basic skills of reading, writing, and

mathematics, to meet the special educational needs of educationally deprived

children. 'Congress in its wisdom forsaw the critical need for additional

(
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assietance to local educational agencies in counties with especially high

.cancentrations of chilgren from /ow-income families. Tennessee apprecintee.

this effort.

In summary, this testimony has provided: (1) An overview of what

Title I has meant in Tennessee; (2) 4 brief description of the scope and

nature of Title I In Tennessee noting that all of the school systems in

Tennessee participates in Title I; (3) A description of the major eypes of

programs under Title I and their impact; (4) Informationyegarding effec-

tiveeeL.s of Title I in.terms of benefits other than student achievement

such as improved teaching methods and materials; (5) Evaluation data

indicating the success of the Title I programs interms of student achieve-

ment noting that the State average NCE gain in reading was 4.2 and in math,

it was 7.7; and (6) Evidenee thaCTitle I. funding cannot be static, it

must increase if current programs are to be maintained andadditional ser

vices are to be provided.

- To further summarize, even though I personally have some technical

concerns about.some sections of the Legislation, I.feel that Title I is

working well in Tennessee. For the most part, I believe Title I programs

are being conducted legall Y and effectively.

Title I classes in Tennessee, provide a non-threatening atmosphere

where educationally deprived children can realize success and progress

at their own rate. They provide a settingconducive to a relationship of

confidence, warmth, acceptance, non-threatening evaluation and freedom from

the routine structure of the regular classroom. The Title I teachdr accepts

and works with each Title I child an.' MI ^arents, ever Hinge ..../hosa behavior

and language violate his/her own social codes. In the Title I class, the

educationall !. deprived student is treated sn an individual and givan individual

instruction. To me, it appears the effective teacher sees the world from

the child's point of view and the most effective Title I

proerxas Involve the student': rirents in nis

Az; an educator and as a mother, ! r,aLize the imoortanco of hnonlomentarv

inqtruction. Again, I comrrend those r---onsiblo for the crnactment of Title I

of thu Elementary and Secondary Ea,:racion Act.

Thank you.

14-402 0-79 -3



30

STATEMENT OF JO LETA REYNOLDS, DIRECTOR, COMPENSATORY

EDUCATION, TENNESSEE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mrs. REYNOLDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Members of the

Comfilittee.
I do appreciate the opportunity of presenting testimony, and on

behalf of the State of Tennessee, I would like to express that
appreciation to you. To my knowledge, this is the first time the
State of Tennessee has been given this honor, and we are grateful.

You have copies of my detailed testimony, and as the Chairman
requested, I will attempt to summarize' that, rather than to read
from the document itself,

I would like to summarize by telling you a ...le bit about title I
in Tennessee, because I think you can see that it is working.

In Tennessee, title I is, perhaps, the first opportunity that most
of our children have for a successful experience. The instructional
activities provided would, at best, be difficult to be provided in the
regular classroom, or even, perhaps, impossible.

Every school system in Tennessee has a title I grant. Grants to the
LEA's in our State range from $11,000 to $11 million, with the
majority falling in the range of $50,000 to $250,000.

In our State we serve approximately 103,000 students, but the
unsaid fact is that we have approximately 248,000 eligible students.
So you see that we are serving many children, but there are many
yet to be served.

Title I in Tennessee, basically, involves two major types of pro-
grams, remedial reading and remedial math. One-hundred-
and-forty-eight of Tennessee's 149 systems have remedial reading
programs fundeil Under title I, and only 78 have remedial math
programs, and 100 provide support services.

The spin-off effect, I think, is one way of demonstrating that title
I is working in Tennessee. As Dr. Himley indicated in his testi .nony,
it is evident that the spin-off effect has be, n seen in that title I
teaching methods, we see many times, now, being adopted in the
regular classroom.

Also, particularly in the :Jrojects that have parent-home coordina-
tion in their projects, we see a lefinite effectthe spin-off effect on
the siblings of the title I participant.

Evidence that it has worked can also be seen by the student
These I have presented to you in written testimony, but I would like-

to say that based upon what is commonly refer-1Ni to now as the
NCE, with a zero NCE meaning no progress as a result of title I,
Tennessee has shown in reading a 4.2 NCE gain statewide average,
and a 7.7 gain in math statewide average NCE.

So title I is working in terms of student achievement. In 11 of our
basically rural, typical school systems in our State, the average NCE
gain was 6.1, and in the nrban school systems, we are reporting, in
some cases, a 12 grade increase over the .past 3 years. So by
achievement, title I is also working.

Now, I would like fo look at funding of title I as it will affect the
school systems in Tennessee, and how it will affect the good title I is
really doing.
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First, in the State's largest urban city, it is estimated that with
the anticipated fiscal year 1980 level of f'unding, it may necessitate
the removal of 100 teachers from the payrollthe title I payrolls,
and, therefore, decrease the services to our students.

Current funding has provided basically, reading at the elemen-
tary level, as I have indicated. Consequently, if LEA's in our State
are to have secondary Title I programs, or summer programs, as the
legislation in section 124 of Public Law 95-561 encourages, either
additional title I funds are needed, or the .LEA's will hi tve to cut
their elementary Title I programs back, in order to generate funds
for these secondary programs or summer programs.

The title I funding, not only in Tennessee, but across the Nation
cannot be static. It must increase in oi uer to just maintain thc
current programs. If services are to be provided, there must be an
increase in funding.

It is estimated that funding at the same level actually means a
ireduction of as much as 10 percent ih some programs, due n part to

the rising rate of inflation. In order to give the cost of living raise,
the fringe benefits, and, as we would put it in Tennessee, hold our
own, it is 'going to require a projected increase of 7 to 10 percent in
our State.

Also it should be noted that the discontinuation uf the categorical
nature of section 5[e] Public Law 81-874 funds will adversely affect
title I in Tennessee. These funds, for the most part, have been used in
our State to supplement title I programs.

I would like to also note that there is a bright spot in the funding,
and that is the provision for concentration grants. This will affect
85 of our 95 counties in our State. Full funding of the concentration
grants will enable .LEA's to provide more effective programs, and
hopefully will affect many of the children that we have not beenl
able to reach before.

In summary, even though I personally have some technical con-
cerns as it relates to some of the sections of the legislation, I feel
that title I is a good program, and it is working in our State. As an
educator, and as a mother, I realize the importance of supplemen-
tary instruction, and I commend those responsible for the enact-
ment of title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

I have been in title I since it began in 1965-66, and the program
has worked, and it is still working. Again, on behalf of our State, I do
thank you for the opportunity of telling you that title I is workir 1. in
Tennessee.

Thank you.
chairman PERKINS. Thank you very much for some exce"....iit

testimony.
The next witness is Dr. William J. Johnston, general superintend-

ent, Los Angeles Unified School District.
Go ahead, Dr. Johnston.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Johnston follows:]
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ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

Dr.-William J. Johnston,Suporintendsnt
Los Angeles Unified School District .

i)
Match 6, 1979

y.

;

Chairman Parkins and Members of the Subcommittee of Elementary,

Secondaiy and Vocational Education, I am William J. Johnstoti,

Superineendent of the Los Angeles Unified School District, 04

second largest school.district in the nation. I welcome the

opportunity to give teLmony on the Title I program as it

impacts the large urban school cListriet which I represent.

I. BACKGROUND

In the 1960's educators, legialators such as Senator Perkins, ,

and the public, in general', became aware that children from

low income areas throughout the United States were not doing

as well as they should in school. Because of underachievement,

many children would never real!°e their personal, social or

economic potentials. The powrty-underachievement-loverty

cycle had to be
1
broken. In 1965, with .the passage of the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, massive federal

assistance made it possible for school districts such as the

Los Angeles Unified School District to provide additional

services and educational experiences these children needed to

improve their educational achievement.

NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED/CONCENTRATION .OF POVERTY

The implementation of the Los Angeles Unified School District

If
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Title I Program began in Febiatiy, 1966 with provisions for

merxices to approximitely 50,000 eligible pupils. In the

curfent school year., 1978-79, supplesental services are

provided for approximately 152,000 educationally' disadvantaged

pupils liv1ng in low-incume areas. Due to large concentrations

, of poverty. 137 district elementary schools and 19 district

secondary schools serve students of whom more than 75X are

from low-income familiea. ,Thus, within these 1,56 xchools are

conc crated 126,000 students who are eligible for the eitle I

program..

AlthJagh Title I has been the main source of funds for com-

pensatory education in the Los Angeles Unified School District

over the years, the district has noi relied solely on federal.

funds to provide these extra. services. ,The district has com-

bined additiohal state compenwatory education f.ads.with

Title I funds to create a coordinated, effective program

while, at the same time, avoiding duplication of effort.
%

With the passage of Senate Bill 90 (SB 90-EDY) by the

California Legislature in 1972, the number of students parti-

cipating in compensatory education programs has tripled since

the initial years Of the Title I program. Additionally, these

federal and state funds have assisted in meeting the inflationary

costs of maintaining existing programs as well as expanding

such programa. It is noteworthy that 88% of the Title I funds

,3 7

e



,

34
O.

received by %oil insoles Unifiea School District ars used in

9
direct school level programs. The other 122 goes toscurriculum,

ariA administrative support efforts.

%

III. GAOS IN STUDENT ACHIEVEMENf

.Plior to 1965, the achievement scores of the Title I achoOls

allowed a e4eady decline. Since the inception"of increased

gl
Title I funds and the concentration of programs in district

schools, the decline Of achievement scores has been arrested

and gradual'imcreased have resulted. Specifically, at the

elewentavy level, the average percPntile ranks in reading show

growth feom the 25 percentile in 1972 to the 31 percentile in

1976. The average percentile rank in mathematics increased

from the 21 percentile in 1972 to the 36 percentile in 1976.

Clearly; i) we had not had ,compensatory education programa in

the elementary.schools, we would not see ehe steady lorogreaa

in the achievement scores of secondary students,that have

occurred in recent Oars.

In 1970, our Title I seventh graders were achieving at a grade

level equivalent of 3.8. In 1978, our Title I seventh graders

boosted their grade level equivalent to 5.0, a ga/n of 12

months. The mathematics grade Itvel equivalent for thesea

same seventh graders in 1970 was 4.4. In 1978, it was 5.5,

a gain of 11 months.

39
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With the Title I program, schools have had. the requirement and.
4

the opportunity ,to bring parentsstaff together to plan cow.

prehensive programs for studemts. Consequently, ths district's.
1

overall compensatory education program has the advantage of

being developed, planned, implemented'and evaluated in a coot,.

divated effort by staff and the District Advisory Committee.

Local schools have utilized Title I fonds as follows:

A. The instructional program is augmented by dditioneig

services in eiading, language and mathematics through

the uie of specialists. We have been able to recruit

approximately 2,000 teaching assistants from -local colleges

and universities to provide high quality assistance to

individual students. .Many of these assistants have re-

,c
turned to these inner city schools as regular teachers.

It

B. Title I funds have made it possible to develop amd train

education aides and parent volunteers from target commu-

nities. Funding has also made it possible to develop

additional instructional materials to meet the special

needs of eligible participants.
.

C. Multicultural education activiiies are provided in all

instructional .components at both the elementary anti the

secondary levels; These are designed to help bring

about positive attitudes toward different ethnic groups.

3 3



D. Staff development is required of all p;oject volunteer.,

workers, aides, clerical personnel, teachers, admini.-

aerators and participating perente., Title.I funds have

made it Possible to upgrade the skills and understandings

of.all persons directly or indirectly involved with the

teaching of eligible Title I project svudenti.

E. Parent participation and parent education are basic to

the success of the schoWs compensatory initructional

activities. .Ws have been able to triin and develop

parents to participate in the Advisory Council at each

participating school. Currently, more than 4,000 parents

are actively involved in planning, implementing, evaluL

sting and modifying the local end districtwide Program.

Los Angeles Title I parents have become nationally

acknowledged as leaders in parent participation. Approxi-

mately 3,000 pare-professionals, many of whom art parents,

are assisting eligible pupils in their classrooms, A

number of theme para-professionals have furthered their

education to return.to. these' schools as teachers or have

entered into other related careers.

F, Health Services, In addition to instructional services,

Title I funding has made it possible to ptovide supple-

mehtary services for,parent conferences, referrals and

follow-up attention to health defects. Each eligible

partic'ipant has a health profire prepared for him br

4 ;i
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her based on the results.of a complete physical xasinatiom,

G. . Counseling/Guidance. Added counseling tine and resources

permit greater individual attention to each student in the

project as a result of both individual And group Counseling,

H. Attendance. Additional pupil services and Attendance per-.

. sonnel mali% hrme calls, hold case conferences and help

eliminate problem situations that contribute to irregular

school attendance,

V. CONCERINS

1. The grant for Title I has never been-fully funded. Therefore,

even after combining federal and state compensatory educition

funds, we are still not serving approximately 75,000 eligible

students.

2. With the advent of our student integration program, Title I

students that are transported to non-eligible schools will

lose compensatory education services after ihe current year.

3. The election procedure fen' district advisory committees in

large urban districts ii cumbersome and unreasonable be-
.r

cause it requires a formal districtwide election involving

all parents. We would recommend that participation in the

election be restricted to parents in participating-eligible

and eligible (but ;;.ot participating) schools.

4. Ndw regulationa require the maintenance of effort based on

the flecond preceding year's expenditure. This requirement

does not make allowances for unusual circumstances such as

the effects4of Proposition 13 which reaulted in the

4
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Ilps Angeles Unified School District It:$(1114 about.101 of

* its state end local apportionment in the eurrentachoOl

' year.

The survival of large urban school distridts 'depends n large

measure on the continuance of state and federal compensatory edu-

A
cation funds, for only through these extraordinary efforts ars

.me able to.begin to meet the special needs aE economically die-

Vidvantaged youngsters.

As a result of the Title I program, we have been able tO 1) form

a.partnership with parents and actively Involve them in the

education of their children, 2) attract teachers to inner-city

schools, 3) servo the needs of young people that no other agency

serves, and 4) provide enriched and expanded educational experiences

for eligible students.

I respectfully urge the members of this subcommittee to continue

their advocacy of. the Title I program by supporting the nMw ESEA

Title I concentration program.

T.ATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. JOHNSTON, GENERAL SUPERINTEND-
ENT. LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Dr. JOHNSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am very honored to be here to speak with you about the gains

and the goal of title I programs in the district that I am privileged
to serve, and in part to represent the council of the greater city

schools.
We are particularly grateful for your leadership, Mr. Perkins,

over these many years for this wonderful program, and it is very
good to see Mr. Hawkins, our own distinguished Representative,
here and actively involved in this worthy cause.

As you know, the program began in Los Angeles in 1966, and e
that time we began by serving some 50,000 disadvantaged students
at that time, with a modest budget of some $12 million. In the
current year, we are serving about 152,000 eligible students in the
district, with a title I budget of some $39 million, and we add to that
State funds, and lotal compensatory funds, and we have been able to
now tiiple the number of students served.

I would like to point out to the members of! the committee that we
have an additional 75,000 students who are e)igible, but who remain
unserved because the program is not as yo4t completely funded.
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We do share the remarks made earlier today that we have,
because of title I, reversed the downward spiral of achievement
scores among our many students. Just two brief examples, if I may.

In jeading at the elementary level in 1972, our students were
scor' g at the 25th percentile, and now we are . proud of the
fac that we are at the 31st, and, continuing to improvel.Matheibat-
ics Rre much the same. In 1972, we were at the 21 perdentile, 'and
now we are at the 36th, and the trendline is continuing.

I would observe as well that these are during years that our
non-English speaking stUdents have increased dramatically. In fact,
we have identified in our district 82 different languages.

I would just mention, or make a brief comment on the involve-
ment of parents, which I think is the key to the success of the
program. We have over 4,000 parents currently involved and par-
ents in time become educational aides, and many of the educational
aides, in time, become teachiqg assistants, and many of these
teaching assistants, in fact, become teachers in the school district.

So we are very pleased to see this kind of trendline.
We have just a few concerns, Mr. Chairman and members of the

committee, that I would like to briefly bring to your. attention. We
would like, obviously, to include the 75,000 eligible youngsters in
our district, and we want to applaud the proposed increase in title I
funds by the administration and the eonbentration factor that has
been proposed by this subcommittee.

I would mention, too, that we have some difficulty with title I
continuing support for those youngsters who become involved in our
mandatory integration program. As you must know? the
"follow-the-child" fun& are good for 1 year only. We would Jike to
see that, obviously, continued.

We would like to suggest that perhaps some simplification of the
election procedure for selecting the district advisory committees
might be realized. We applaud the involvement ofiparents, but we
are not sure that all parents in the district need to participate in
this election.

We would like to suggest the rescinding of the regulation that
calls for a maintenance of effort which is based on the expenditures
for a particular year. As everyone in the Nation must know, we had
a very unusual experience this past year with the passage of
Proposition 13, where we suddenly lost over 10 percent of our,
budget.

I would conclude by saying that in my judgment the survival of a
large urban school district depends in large measure,on the continu-
ance of State and Federal compensatory education funds, for only
through these extraordinary efforts are we able to begin to meet the
special needs of increasing numbers of economically disadvantaged
youngsters.

As a result of title I, we have been able to form a very viable
partnership with thousand'. of parents. They are now actively
involved in the education o." their children. We have been able to
attract many teachers to inner-city schools. We have been able to
serve the needs of young people that no other agency serves.

Finally, I believe that title I opportunity has provided an en-
riched and expanded educational experience, not Just for eligible
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students, but for deserving students. I would compliment this sub-
, committee for its appreciated leadership, and I trust and urge that

you continue your advocacy of the title I program.
Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman PERKINS. You have been very helpful to the committee,

and I would like to see you get that message across to the House
Appropriations Committee.

1Dr. JOHNSTON. Thank you, sir.
Chairman PERKINS. Our next witness is Dr. Arthur Jefferson,

keneral superintendent of the Detroit public schools.
Go ahead, Dr. Jefferson.
[The, prepared statement of Dr. Jefferson follows0

0

TF/STIMONYOFARTHURJEFFERSON, GENERALSUPERINTENDENT,.DICTROIT PUBLIC
SCHOOLS

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEEs

I AM ARTHUR JEFFERSON, GENERAL SUPERINTENDENT OF THE DETROIT

PUBLIC $CHOOLS. I WELCOME THE OppORTUNITY TO COME BEFORE THIS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TO

REVIEW WITH YOU THE JMPLEMENTATION OF TITLE I OF THE EDUCATION

AMENDMENTS OF 1978.

IN MY REMARKS, I INTEND TO OFFER SOME OPINIONS ABOUT THIS

NEW LEGISLATION, TO REVIEW BRIEFLY ITS IMPLEMENTATION IN MY SCHOOL

DISTRICT, AND TO BRING TO YOUR ATTENTION PROBLEMS THAT STILL EXIST

'AND HOPEFULLY TO OFFER SOME SOLUTIONS.

PUBLIC LAW 95-561 WHICH WAS FORMULATED IN CONGRESS AND SIGNED

BY THE PRESIDENT ON NOVEMBER 1, 1978 HAS BEEN WELL RECEIVED BY THE

DETROIT SCHOOL COMMUNITY. THE LEGISLATION HAS MADE MANY FORWARD

STRIDES SINCE THE TIME OF THE FIRST ENACTMENT OF THE ESEA TITLE I

LEGISLATION IN 1965. IT HAS COME TO RECOGNIZE THE GREAT EDUCAT/ONAL

. PLIGHT OF CHIL6REN IN URBAN AREAS BY REASSERTING ITS FOCUS ON DIS-

ADVANTAGED YOUTHS. IT HAS PROVIDED FOR THE EQUALIZATION OF ALLOCA

TIONS TO URBAN AREAS THROUGH CONCENTRATION GRANTS. IT RAS GIVEN

FULL RECOGNITION TO ONE HUNDRED PERCENT OF RESIDENT CHILDREN FROM

rAMILIES THAT RECEIVE A.F.D.C. ASSISTANCE. IT HAS BEGUN TO FACILITATE

THE ADMIRISTRATION OF THE LAW BY REQUIRING LESS PAPER WORX THROUGH

THE stmoussfoN OF TRIANNUAL PROGRAM APPLICATIONS AND EVALUATION

REPORTS. IT HAS RECOGNIZED FOR THE FIRST TIME THE NEED TO INTEGRATE

THE TITLE I TEACHER INTO THE ENTIRE SCHOOL FACULTY BY PFRMITTING HIS

OR LER INVOLVEMENT IN A MINIMUM OF NONIf4STRUCTIONAL DUTIES.

A
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THE NEW LAW ALSO STRENGTHENS THE ADMINISTRATION OF TITLE I

PROGRAMS THROUGH STRICTER ENFORCEMENT BOTH ON THE FEDERAL hND

STATE LEVEL. IT IS HOPED THAT ENFORCEMENT WILL NOT RESULT IN

GREATER BUREAUCRACY BUT IN MORE EFFECTIVE OUTCOMES FOR THE

EDUCATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS OF STUDENTS. AS LOCAL COMMUNITIES AND

.SCHOOL PERSONNEL:BECOME MORE AWARE OF THE REAL INTENT OF THIS

LEGISLATION, THEIR FOCUS ON BASIC SKILL DISADVANTAGE4nNT OF OUR

CHILDREN COUPLED WITH THE INCREASING AMOUNT OF PROGRAM MONITORING

e WILL BEAR THE RESULTS WHICH WE ALL DESIRE.

BY REASSERTING AND STRENGTHENING PARENT INVOLVEMENT AS A

CONDITION TO THE RECEIPT OF FUNDS BY SCHOOL DISTRICTS, THE LAW

EXCLAIMS: "PARENTS, YOU BEAR A BURDEN EQUAL TO THAT OF SCHOOL
d

OFFICIALS IN THE EDUCATION OF YOUR CHILDREN." WHEN PARENTS'AME

KNOWLEDGEABLE ABOUT THEIR CHILD'S EDUCATIONAL NEEDS THEY NOT ONLY

FEED AND CLOTHE THEM BUT THEY TAKE TIME TO READ TO THEM, TO TALK

TO 5SEM, AND TO PERFORM OTHER TASKS THAT REMOVE BARRIERS SO OFTEN

ENCOUNTERED BY TEACHERS. PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTING EDUCATIONhL

PROGRAMS UNDER THIS NEW LEGISLATION HAS THUS DECOME A MORE

PLEASANT TASK.

THE DETROIT PUBLIC SCHOOLS HAVE BENEFITTED FROM ESEA TITLE I

SINCE ITS INCEPTION'FOURTEEN YEARS AGO. FUND/NG LEVELS rOR BASIC

GRANTS UNDER.THIS TITLE HAVE RISEN FROM TWELVE TO THIRTY MILLION
i

LOLLARS. WITHOUT THESE FUNDS AND THE SERVICES PROV/DED BY T,NEM,
#6

A

MANY OF THESE YCUTHS WOULD HAVE DROPPED OUT OF SCHOOL AND WO LO HAVE

tLEEN ADDED TO THE UNEMPLOYMENT ROSTERS. INSTEAD, THEY ARE W GRADU-

ATES LOOKING TOWARDS snAnING Tnr PROSPERITY THAT OUR AME CAN SYSTEM

FROVIDES FOR THOSE WHO AR& PREPARED TO SHARE /N IT.

I .1
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TITLE I PIWGRAMS HAVE BEEN or TREMENDOUS IMPORTANCE TO LOW...

ACHIEVING STUDENTO IN DETROIT. THOUSANDS Or OUR STUDENTS HAVE

IMPROVED THEIR READIN6 AND MATHEMATICS SKILLS AS A DIRECT RESULT

or RHEIR PARTICIPATION IN TITLE I PROGRAMS. EVALUATION RESULTS

'FOR THE MOST RECENT YEARS IN DETROIT SHOW THAT THE OVERALL GAINS

IN READING AND MATHEMATICS SKILLS FOR TITLE I PARTICIPANTS IN

GRADES 4 . 7 EXCEED THOSE OF NONd.TITLE I STUDENTS. THIS, HOWEVER,

IS NOT TRUE FOR GRADES 2 AND 3 WHERE THE DIFFERENCE IN GAINS BETWEEN

TITLE I AND NON.TITLE I STUDENTS IS LESS PRONOUNCED. IT COULD WELL

BE THAT THE SUSTAINED TREATMENT OF Loy ACHIEVERS BRING RESULTS AFTER

c A NUMBER OF YEARS OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATIONAL SERVICES. WE, IN

DETROIT, ARE ELATED EVEN WITH THE FACT THAT WITH THESE FUNDS WE

hAVE BEEN ABLE TO ARREST THE RATE OF REGRESSION SHOWN BY THIS STUDENT

fflARGET POPULATION IN PREVIOUS YEARS.

IN THE CITY OF DETROIT, ONE HUNDRED FIFTEEN (115) ELEMENTARY,

THIRTY&THREE (33) MIDDLE, ELEVEN (11) SENIOR HIGH AND ELEVEN (11)

SPECIAL EDUCATION SCHOOLS PARTICIPATE IN THE TITLE / PROGRNM; A

TOTAL OF ONE HUNDRED SEVENTY BUILDINGS. IN ADDITION, TITLE I

PROGRAMS ARE PROVIDED AT TWENTY...SIX (26) NONPUBLIC SCHOOL SITES

POR EDUCATIONALLY LOW ACHIEVING PRIVATE SCHOOL CHILDREN. THE

MICHIGAN STATE BOARD OR EDUCATION HAS SET ITS HIGHEST PRIORITY FOR

STUDENTS IN EARLY AS WELL AS MIDDLE ELEMENTARY GRADES. THIS AFFECTS

NO/ ONLY STUDENTS IDENTIFIED AS TITLE I PARTICIPANTS BUT ALSO THOSE

QUALIFYING FOR ThE RECEIPT OF MICHIGAN'S COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

FRCGRAM, KNOWN TH/S YEAR AS "ARTICLE THREE". MORF AND mon, As

4 r3
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TITLEI AND ARTICLE THREE PROGRAMS OPERATE SIDE SY SIDEIN LOMA'
a

SCHOOL BUILDINGS, THESTATE COMPENSATORY PROGRAM ADOPTS GUIDELINES

SET BY THE TITLE I PROGRAM. SCHOOL OFFICIALS IN DETROIT WELCOME

THE PROVISIONS OF PUBLIC LAW 95..561 WHICH BASE THE COORDINATION OF

SOTH OF THESE PROGRAMS AS THEY ARE OPERATED IN CONJUNCTION WITH Eitcp

OTHER.

DETROIT purac SCHOOLS HAVE CONSTANTLY SEARCHED FOR.WAYS AND

MEANS TO RAISE THE.ACHIOEMENT OF ITS STUDENTS WHO SHOWED'GREATEST

LEED FOR REMEDIATION IN THE sAuc SKILLS. A PLAN OF ACTION HAS

PECENTLY BEEN ADOPTED BY ITS BOARD OF EDUCATION THAT OUTLINES A

WORKABLE ACHIEVMENT PLAN FOR A DECENTRALIZED SCHOOL DISTRICT.i

THE 8 REGIONS OF THE D/STR/CT ARE NOW FUNCTIONING WITHIN THIS PLAN.

IT IS KNOWN LOCALLY AS D.0 R.T., DETROIT OBJECTIVE REFERENCE TEST

IT /S A MANAGEMENT SYSTEM SUPPLEMENTING THE BASAL READING SERIES

USED IN EACH SCHOOL. IT PROVIDES FOR THE MEASURING OF DECODING AND

COMPREHENSION SKILLS OF THE INDIVIDUAL STUDENTS. IT IS PART OF

DETROIT'S BASIC READING INSTRUCTIONAL FRAMEWORK IN EACH SCHOOL AND.

HAS BEEN SO DESIGNED THAT SUPPLEMENTARY INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES PRO..

VIDED FOR EL/G/BLE STUDENTS BY FEDERAL OR STATE FUNDING CAN BE
.o

DELIVERED WITH GREAT FACIL/TY.

WHILE D.O.R.T. IS A succrss FACTOR IN /TS RELATIONSHIP WITH

FEDERALLY FUN6EQ.,PROGRAMS, THERE ARE SOME FACTORS IN THE DISTRICT

,WHICH ADD TO THE DIFF/CULTY OF IMPLEMENTING A TITLE / PROGRAM.

4 7
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DETROIT.PUALIC SCHOOLS' DESEGREGATION COURT ORDER MANDATES THE

IKPLEMINTATION OF READING AND COUNSELING PROGRAMS, THE BUILDING OF.

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION CENTERS, REASSIONMENT.OF STUDENTS THROUGH

ADJUSTMENTS IN ATTENDANCE AREAS AND THEOMALANCING OF STAFF. WE

WERE FORTUNAaE IN RECEIVING A SUBSTANTIAL GRANT UNDER THE EMERGENCY

SCHOOL AID ACT TO romow THE TITLE I. CHILDREN WHO HAD BEEN DEPRIVED

.OF SUPPLEMENTARY SERVICES DUE TO DESEGREGATION. YET AS WE APPROACH

THE NEXT SCHOOL YEAR WE ARE FACED.WITH WHOLESALE REASSIGNMENT OP

4STAFF THROUGH. COURT ORDERS WHILE SIMULTANEOUSLY TRYING TO MAINTAIN

GOMPARAEILITY AS REQUIRED BY THE TITLE I STATUTE.

IT IS HOPED THAT CONGRESS WILL REVIEW VERY CAREFULLY THE DRAFT

REGULATIONS FORTTITLE I THAT ARE TO BE SUBMITTED SHORTLY,FQR APPROVAL.

DETROIT IS FULLY COMMITTED TO THE,IMP3RTANCE AND NEED FOR PROVIDING-

EQUITABLE LOCAL FUNDING FOR ALL STUDENTS. YET THE CUMBERSOME AND

TIME CONSUMING PROCESS or MEASURING COMPARABILITY MORE THAN ONCE

DURING THE YEAR.IS HARDLY IN LINE WITH THE INTENT OF THE EDUCATION

AMENDMENTS OF 19/6 TO FACILITATE THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE LAW.

MR. CHAIRMAN, I DEEM IT URGENT THAT THE.RULES AND REGULATIONS TO

BE SUBMITTED BY THE OFFICE.OF EDUCATION AS THEY RELATE TO THE

DEMONSTRATION OF COMPARABILITY BY SCHOOL DISTRICTS BE APPROVED ONLY

IF% THEY- FACILITATE ITHE ADMINISTRATIGN OF THE PROVISION. '

4

IN MY APPEARANCE BEFORE THIS COMMITTEE IN OCTOBER 1977, I

POINTED OUT THAT WHILE THERE ARE MANY SUCCESS STORIES WITH THOSE

STUDENTS WE ARE ARLE TO SERVE WIYH TITLE I DOLLARS, IT WOULD BE A

SERIOUS MISTAKE FOR THIS COMMITTEE TO BELIEVE THAT SCHOOL DISTRICTS

ARE PRESENTLY ABLE TO SERVE ALL OF THE/R EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED

STUDENTS.

4 8
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IN SPITE OF THE ADJUSTMENT IN THE ALLOCATION FORMULA IN PUBLIC

LAW 96561, THERE IS STILL A LARGE PERCENTAGE.OF STUDENTS WHOSE

NEEDS ASSESSMENT HAS SHOWN.THEM:TO DE ELIGIBLE, BUT WHO ARE NOT

RECEIVING COMPENSATORY SERVICES FROM EITHER STATE oR FEDERAL

FUNDING. THIS IS CAUSED PARTLY BY THE EVER INCREASING INFLA

TIONARY TREND IN OUR CURRENCY BUT ALSO BY THE UNWILLINGNESS or

CONGRESS TO COMPENSATE FOR IT THROUGH APPROPRIATIONS THAT ARE

EQUAL TO THE PULL FUNDING AUTHORIZATION. THE INCREASE ZN APPRO

PRLATIONS OVER THE YEARS HAS NOT EVEN KEPT UP WITH THE RISE IN THE
a

COST or PROVIDING EDUCATIONAL SZRVICES. THUS, THE BASIC GRANT,

PART A OF TITLE I, IS SERVING LESS STUDENTS NOW THAN IT DID IN

PREVIOUS YEARS.

CONCENTRATION GRANT FUNDS FOR DETROIT THIS YEAR WILL LIKELY

BE SCARCE. NEVERTHELESS, IT IS HOPED THAT THESE ADDITIONAL FUNDS

FROM ITU TO YEAR WILL ALLOW US TO REPLICATE DEMONSTRATION PROGRhMS

THAT HAVE PROVEN TO BE or GREATEST VALUE. ,THE STATE or MICHIGAN

LEADS THE NATION WITH ITS EXEMPLARY COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE INCENTIVE GRANT PROVISION THROUGH AN APPRO

PRIATION IS ABSOLUTELY ESSENTIAL FOR BOTH OF THESE PROGRAMS, STATE

,AND FEDERAL, TO. MUTUALLY EXIST SIDE Si SIDE AND OPERATE.

EFFECTIVELY WITH A COMMON TARGET POPULATION IN P. COMMON DIRECTION.

I URGE ALL MEMBERS C THIS COMMITTEE, MR. CHAIRMAN, TO DIRECT

THEIR-EFFORTS TOWARDS ATTAINING AN APPROPRIATION FOR PROVISION

/N CLOSING, I WISH TO REITERATE THAT GREAT STRIDES SELM TO

HAVE BEEN MADE THROUGH ESEA TITLE I LEGISLATION SINCE ITS

./NCEPTION. THE IMMEDIATE RESULTS'ARE DIFFICULT TO MEASURE. YET

StiCCESS SEEMS TO BE EV/DENT.

'4.
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OUR SCHOOL STAFF, PARENTS AND COMMUNITY ARE JOINED IN THE STRUGGLE

TO OVERCOME EDUCATIONAL DISADVANTAGENENT. DON'T DISAPPOINT TEEL

DON'T roacaT THE MANY DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS WHO HAVE NOT SAD TRW

OPpORTUNTTY TO RECEIVE TITLE I SEW:cals. ABOVE ALL)* TITLE I MUST.

St FUNDED RT THE MAXIMUM AUTHORIZED LEVEL.

MR. CHAIRMAN, THANK YOU FOR.THE OPPORTUNITY TePRESENT THIS

STATEMENT TO THE COMMITTEE TODAY. I WOULD BE PLEASED TO RESPOND

ft

TO ANY QUESTIONS THE COMMITTEE MIGHT aAvi.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR JEFFERSON, GENERAL SUPERINTEND-
ENT, DETROIT PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Dr. JF:FFERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, I, too, want to

join my colleagues he,.e, and particularly the previous speaker, Dr.
Johnston, in exTending apPreciatiOn to the subcommittee for its
work. I share the comMents on Public Law 95-561, which we believe
in the Detroit community was a great step f Award in terms of some
of the additional planks to that legislation.

Specifically, we believe, in the Detroit community: that Public
Law 95-561 has made many forward strides since the time of the
first enactment of ESEA Title I legislation in 1965. It has come, we
believe, to recognize the great educational plight of children in
urban areas, by reasserting its focus on disadvantaged youth, and I
would remind the subcommittee, which I am sure I need not remind
the subcommittee, that, fcii example, the Council of the Great
Cities, which represents 26 of the largest school *districts in these
United States, represents about 5 million young people in urban
centers throughout this country, from New York to Los Angeles, and
about 3 million of those young people could'be classifiedis economi-
cally disadvantaged':

So it is extremely important to those of us who work in urban
centers that we continue to have the kind of support that we have
been receiving from legislation such as Public Law 95-561.

We believe also that it is giving full recognition to 100 percent of
resident children from families that receive AFDC assistance, which
is terribly important in terms of being able to .count that, in
consideration for those youngsters that we serve.

Those are only a few of the kinds of positive things that I simply
want to congratulate the subcommittee on in its efforts in trying to
bring reality, providing some needed resources to the districts like
mine, in trying to meet the needs of our young people.

I would also comment on the fact that I, personally, have no
opposition, and I am appreciative of the fact that in current
legislation there is a reasserting and strengthening of the role of
parents, because I, too, believe that unless there is that kind of
partnership between educators and parents, where each shares a
responsibility, without that, we would not be able to truly achieve
the goal of trying to meet the needs of these youngsters.
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Parents must bear a part of the responsibilities, similarly, we, as
educators, must.bear the responsibility. We believe that, in fact, the
element of parent-involvement in this legislation is moving toward
that direction. Although I 'could point that, technically, we share
some concerns, too, about some of the mechanics of the election

..
process. ..,

We would not like to be placed in a position where, we, as a
school district, are conducting elections similar to municipalities,

,et cetera.
We have benefited from title I since its inception, as I have

demonstrated, I think; in my written testimony, and I will not go
into those details at this particular time. Suffice it to say that we
can show, and we can demonstrate statistically that our young
people who have been served by title I resources have shown
significant academic. achievement.

I might say at the same time, however, that we are only serving
about half of the number of eligible title I young people in the
school district of the city of Detroit. We are serving approximately
36,000 young people, wh.en we Eifild-iirve, if fifndi and iiiiources
were available, double that number. :

\w
It is quite obvious that we, would aPpreciate and continue to do
ork for funding of title I,.so: that tve can provide those services to

those young people that we dire not able to provide services for at
the present time. In our school district, about 170 of OUT approxi-
mately 300 schools are eligible title I schools. So we are serving
twe-thirds of the number of schools that are in our district. So it
rep'resents a significant impact on the school district of the city of
Detroit.

I wo4ld simply, without getting into some of the technical aspects,
say that, we would hope that the Congress would review, and the
subcomniiitee would review very carefully the draft regulations for
title I that are to be submitted shortly for approval.

Detroit, f wantAhis subcommittee to know, is fully committed to
the importance and need for providing equitable local funding for
all students. Yet the sometime cumbersome and time consuming
process of meaSuring comparability, for example, more than once
(luring the year is hardly in line, we believe, with the Education
Amendments of 1978, to facilitate the administration of the law.

Mr. Chairman, I 'am simply saying that I think it is urgent that
rules and regulations to be submitted by the Office of Education, as
they relate to the demonstration of comparability by school dis-
tricts, be approved only if they facilitate the administration of the
provision.

I have nothing, and nor does my district have anything against
comparability. We are simply urging for rules and regulations that
facilitate the process of the' intent of the law, and not create
barriers that would make it extremely cumbersome.

I would simply conclude by reiterating that we are extremely
appreciative of the kind of resources that have been made available.
I would make one plea, and I know that the chairman and the
members of the committee are extremely sensitive to this, and as
the chairman indicated, we must also make our plea to them, but I
would hope that we could Move toward greater funding in terms of

5 I
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appropriation, and I partibularly think it was a significant step
forward in terms 'of the concentration Moneys for school districts
such as mine.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman PERKINS. Thank you very much, Dr. Jefferson. "
Our next witness is Mr. Thomas Rosica, Director of Federal

Programs,' Philadelphia Public Schlols.
Go ahead,. Mr. Rosica.
[The prepared stateMent of Mr. Rosica followsl

TESTIMONY BY THOMAS C.. ROSICA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, FEDERAL PROGRAMS, THE
SCHOOL DISTRICT OF PHILADELPHIA

GOOD MORNING: THE SCHOOL DMRICT or PH4LADELPHIA

WELCOMES THIS. OPPORTUNITY To PRESENT TESTIMON7 AT THE

OvERSIGHT HEARING ON TITLE I OF 1HE ELEMENTARY 'AND

SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT, I SHALL LIMIT my ORAL PRESENTATION

THIS MORNING TO BRIEF REMARKS. ON TITLE I, I SHALL BE PLEASED
-

TO RESPOND TO ANY QUESTIONS YOu MAy HAVE, PRESENTLY IN

PHILADELPHIA, THE ELEmENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION AcT

(ESEA) TITLE I PROGRAM SERvEs 83,520 STUDENTs 1962 PUBLIC

ScHOOLS, AND 8,347 IN 51 NONPuBLIC SCHOOLS THROUGHOUT THE

CITY, THE CURRENT APPROPRIATIONS AND ACTIVITIES FALL FAR

SHORT IN INSURING THAT THESE. EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED STUDENTS

REcElvE 1HE EDUCATIONAL SuPPORT TO WHICH THEY ARE ENTITLED

AND WHIcH IS CRITICAL FOR THEIR FuTuRE SUCCESS AS PRODUCTIVE

CITIZENS,

TITLE I OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY LDuCATION AcT

IS THE MAJOR SOuRCE OF AID IN PHILADELPHIA FoR COMpENSATORy

sERvICES TO STUDENTS GROwING up IN POVERTY, IN PHILADELPHIA,

POVERTY LEVELS THROUGHOuT THE CITy ARE INCREASING AND

EDUCATIONAL DEPRIVATION Is STILL HIGHLY PREVALENT, HOwEvER,

STuDENTS PARTICIPATING IN OuR TITLE I PRoGRAM HAvE MADE

SIGNIFICANT GAINs IN ACHIEvEmENT As A RESULT OF VARIOUS

BAsIC SKILLS AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES-FUNDED UNDER TITLE I

IN THE SCHOOL DISTRIcT or PHILADELPHIA,
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.THE MOST IMPORTANT POSITIVE_EFFECT 4F BEA) fITL 1 IN.
-.

PHILADELPHIA HAS BEEN:HALTING tHE DOWNHILL TREND IN PUP L '

... e

PERFORMANCE& OVER THE PAST 10 YEARS, COMAEHENSIVE EVALUATIONS-
,

OF THE PROGRESS OF ESEA,TITLE 1 STUDENTS IN PHILADELPHIA WERE '

UNDERTAKEN BOTH SYSTEMWIDE AN6 PROJECT BY PROJECT. RESULTS.

1.. . OF SYSTEMWIDE EVALUATFONS HAVE SHOWN THAT THE DECLINING RATE

OF PERFORMANCE IN READING FOR.TARGET'AREA STUDENTS MAS BEEN

HALTED, AND'INSTEAD WE ARE BEGINNING TO FIND POSITIVE RATES

OF CHANGE, .CHANGES IN PROJECTS, MOBILITY OF STUDENTS, CHANAES

IN ..HE ELIGIBILITY OF SCHOOLS AND THE INABILITY TO UtitIZE

CONTRCL GROUPS, REDUCE THE PRECISION.OF THE ESTWTES ONE '

MIGHT MAKE CONCERNING PROGRAMMATIC IMPACT UPON STUDENT 2

PERFORMANCE, HOWEVER, STANDARDIZED TEST SCORES CONSTITUTE
,

EVIDENCE OrTHE IMPACT OF ACTIVITIES AND SERVICES UPON

STUDENTS AND DATA RELATIVE TO THE LAST FIVE YEARS APPEAR TO
:

INDICATE THAT POSITIVE,CHANGES ARE TAKING PLACE AND THAT

TITLE 1 DOES MAKE A DIFFERENCE, SINCE DECEMBERaF 1973,

THE CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST HAS BEEN USED AS ONE WAY

OF EVALUATING STUDENT PROGRESS IN TITLE,1 SCHOOLS, ALTHOUGH

THE MIX OF PROJECTS WITHIN SCHOOLS, SCHOOL ELIGIBILITY, AND

PARTICIPATING SfUDENTS IS SOMEWHAT FLUID ...- IF WE EXAMINE
,

STUDENT PERFORMANCE WITHIN TITLE 1 SCHOOLS ON THE CALIFORNIA

ACHIEVEMENT TEST ONE GAN SEE SOME ENCOURAGING INDICATORS, ..

TABLE 1 SHOWS THE PERCENTAGES OF STUDENTS IN PHILADELPHIA'S

fITLE 1 SCHOOLS FROM 1974-77 WHO SCORED PELOW THE 50TH PERCENTILE

(I.E. MEDIAN) ON THE STANFORD EARLY SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

jo.
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(SESAf) IN, KINDERGARTEN AND.ON THE TOTAL READING SECTION OF

THE CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TESTS (CAT) IN GRADE

EXAMIMNG UCH GRADE LEVEL (K4) ACROSS YEARS (I,E,, READING

ACROSS.THE TABLE HORIZONTALLY) INDICATES THAT THERE HAS,BEEN

A REDUCTION fN THE PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS SCORING BELOW

,AVERAGE (I.E., THE 5UTH PERCENTILE) IN ALL GRADES, THE

GREATEST REDUCTIONS, WHICH APPEAR IN EARLY YEARS, HAVE BEEN

ATTRIBUTED TO SUPPLEMENTARY TITLE I SERVICES,

IABLEI INDICATES THE REDUCTION OF THE PERCENTAGE OF

STUDENTS SCORING BELOW THE NATIONAL i6TH PERCENTILE,

HISTORICALLY, THE 16TH PERCENTILE ,MARKS THE UPPER LIMIT

OF THE LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT CATEGORY, STUDENTS BELOW THO'

MTH PERCENTILE ARE THOSE WHO HAVE ACHIEVED SIGNIFICANTLY

LESS THAN THEIR NATIONAL PEERS,,AND BY DEFINITION, ARE

MOSTAN NEED OF TITIA I SERVICES. SINCE 1974, IN EACH

GRADE) FOR EACH ACADEMIC YEAR, THERE HAS BEEN THE CONSISTENT

SYSTEMATIC REDUCTION IN THE PERCENTAGE OF TITLE I STUDENTS

gCORING.BELOW THE 16TH PERCENTILE, IN READING, THE AMOUNT

OF REDUCTION RANGED FROM lb PERCENT IN GRADE 10, TO 5 PERCENT

IN GRADE 12. -.CITYWIDE, WITHIN TITLE I SCHOOLS THERE HAS BEEN.

A REDVP.TION OF 11 PERCENT.

IABLE_3 INDICATES THAT IN MATHEMATICS, REDUCTIONS OF SIMILAR

MAGNITUDE WERE NOTED, SINCE THE DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES HAS CHANGED

FROM 1974 (41 PERCENT BELOW THE 16TH PERCENT/LE AND 59 PERCENT

ABOVE) TO 1978 (28 PERCENT BELOW THE 161H PERCENTILE AND 72 PERCENT

ABOVE),

5 5

c.
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TABLE 2

PERCENTAGE OP PUPILS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS
SCORING BELOW THE 16TH PERCENTILE

TOTAL. READING - CAT 1973-1978

Grade
Level

Dee.
1973

May
1974

Feb,
1975

Feb.
1976

Feb.
1977 1978

1 33 15 11 11 10 10

2

3

29 23 '

31

13

43 26

12

24

-11

23

14

22

4. 34 33 30 27 26 23

5 57 43 36 36 34 12

6 53 42 35 33 31 29

7 57 48 '40 39 35 34

8 55 47 41 41 39 33

9 52 47 40 41 41 34

10 63 62 55 54 52 46

11 65 64 59 62 61 58

12 63 60 52 57 55 55

City-wide 40 34 34 32 29
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TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE OP POOILS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS
SCORING BELOW THE 16th PERCENTILE TOTAL

101113=BlaNCIC

MATHEMATICS

-3121111111171115=11111111MML

CAT 1973..1978

Grade
Level

Dec
1973

May
1974

Feb
1975

Feb
1976

Feb
1977

Feb
1978

1 1 : 40

11.

18 17 13 12 10

.. 2 38 25 17 15

.

13 12

3 .51 35 1 29 25 23 19

4 44 47 42 38 37

.7
5 57 45 37 36 33 ,30

6 58 46 40 38 35 33

7 66 57 53 51 49 44

8* 66 58 51 54 50 45

City-wide 41 35 . 33 31 28

*Total Mathematics scores were not available for grades 9-12 since

the concepts and problem subtests were not administered until 1978..

5
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DaLra.-1.13 INDICATE THAT.CONCURPPNTLY, THERE HAS BEEN

A'6 PERCENT INCREASE IN THE. NUMBER OF.STUDENTS WHO NOW S.CORE

BETWEEN THE 16m TO THE 49TH PERCENTILEIN BOTH.READING AND

MATHEMATICS, WHEN THE 1974 AND.1978 TEST SCORES ARE COMPARED.

IABLC 6 DISPLAYS INFORMATION CONCERNING THE GROWTH OF

STUDENTS WHO HAVE SUCCESSFULLY SCORED AT OR ABOVE THE NATIONAL

5UTH PERCENTILE. THESE STUDENTS ARE THOSE WHO HAVE ACHIEVED

OUT OF TITLE I, STEADY GROWTH MAY BE ODSE6VED BETWEEN 1973-

1978. EACH YR, AN INCREASING PERCENT OF STUDENTi HAVE'..

IMPROVED THEIR READING SKILLS TO THE EXTENT THAT'THEY HAVE

SCORED AT OR ABOVE THE NATIONAL AVERAGE,

IABLE1 SHOWS SIMILAR TRENDS.1N STUDENTS' MATHEMATICS

ACHIEVEMENT, STUDENTS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS HAVE INCREASINGLY

IMPROVED THEIR MATHEMATICS SKILLS AS MEASURED BY STANDARDIZED

ACHIEVEMENT TESTS. EACH YEAR, SINCE 1973, A GRADUALLY INCREASING

NUMBER OF STUDENTS HAVE SCORED AT OR ABOVE THE NATIONAL AVERAGE, .

ANOTHER POSITIVE EFFECT OF ESEA,TITLE 1 HAS BEEN INVOLVING

PARENTS IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS, A TWO-YEAR LONGITUDINAL

STUDY OF THE ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS OF5,000 PARENTS OF

PHILADELPHIA SCHOOL CHILDREN WAS CONDUCTED. THE FINDINGS OF

THAT STUDY DEMONSTRATE THAT PARENTS OF TITLE 1 STUDENTS (A)

ARE ACCURATELY INFORMED ABOUT SCHOOL AFFAIRS (INCLUDING

KNOWLED(,E ABOUT TITLE 1 PROJECTS.IN THEIR SCHOOLS), (B).

ARE ACTIVE PARTICIPANTS IN SCHOOL ACTIVITIES, AND (C) HAVE

POSITIVE OPINIONS ABOUT THEIR SCHOOLS.

a,

41.
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TABLE 4

PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS SCORING RETWLEN
THE 16th 4ILE TO 49th.tILE ON TOM

READING CAT IN TITLE I SCHOOLS 1973-1978

'Grade
Level

Dec
1973

May
1974

Feb
1975 -

Feb
1976

Feb
1977

Feb
1978

1 46 34 35 35 35, 36

41 41 34 36 37 37

3 40 40 44 43 43 42

4 46 42 43 44 45 , 45

5 34 38 43 44 46 47

6 33 41 45 47 48 50

7 32 38 41 41 46 47

36 38 42 '43 45 46

9 37 36 41 43 43 , 47

10 29 2'.) 35 35 37 '41

11 27 26 31 31 32 35.

12 28 31 34 32 35 35

City-wide 37 40 .41 42 43
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TARIM

PERCENINr. Or PUP11S IN '1'TTU I CIKIOTA soRIT.
=WM THE 16th UM - 49th AILS

'IOTAL M111.11ENN1'IC5.CAT 1973,4978 .

Grade Level. Dm. 1973 May 1974 reb. 1975 Feb. 1976 reh. 1977 Fob. 1970

1 44 30 .36 36 34 - 33

2 41 25 36 38 38 . 36

3 32 36 35 ,. "35 36 , 36
v.

4 40 33 i 37 39 40 42

5 32 36 40 41 42 43

6 33 36 40 41 .. 42 . A3

7 29 32k 35 36 39 42

8 .29 .! 33 38 37 38 42

CI`17.71fIDE 34 37 38 391 40

Gj

411
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TABLE 6

OERCEN1AGE OF 'PUPILS SCORING ABOVE THE
NATIONAL SOTH PERCENTILE 'ON 'STANDARDIZED TESTS IN

TITLE I SCHOOLS IN READING 1973..197 10
. .

' ..:.;,;?,...., a

---1

Grade
Level

Dec
1973

May
1974

,

Feb
1975

Feb ;.

1976

Feb
1977

Feb
1978

I

--.

K. N/k '56 511 74 76 73

1 21/ .51 p4 .'. 54 54 55

N2 26 37 52 52 52 52

3 : 17, , .29 30 33 33 36

4 21 26 28 29 30 32

.5 9 19 21 20 21 21

6 10 17 20 20 21 21

P

7 8 14 19 17 19 20

8 8. 15 18 16 16 20

9 11 17 19 17 16 19

16 8 9 11 11 11 13

11 8 10 11 7 7 7

,12 8 1.0 14 12. 9 1 10

City wide N/A 23 - 27 26 26 30

r,-

*Test Date based on:
(1) Stanford Early School Achievement, Kindergarten,

Letter/Sounds Suhtest Scores.

(2)
Cal4orni3 Achievement Tests, Grades 1-12, Total
Reading Scores

N/A means that data not available

1 This score s an artifact of using end-of-year norms at

mid-year. Mid-year norms were not available from the

publisher until February 1976.

6
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TABLE 7

PERCENTAGE OF PUPIl3 IN TITLE I SCHOOLS SCORING
ABOVE TH..: 50111 NATIONAL PERCENTILE IN MATNEMAT,IGS

ON SlANDARDIZEO TESTS 1573.1575*

om mIN=I .11 11 I Ma

Grade .
Level i

Dec
1973 4

May
1974

Feb .

1575
Fe%
1576

Feb
1977.

Fob
197

"7' ----

K , Not 351 61 : 63 61
Available..

..41-

. ,

1 . 17 $2 50 51 r.,, 54 57

2 22 / 38 48. 48 45 52
%

3

4

17

16

29

.20

36

21

40

23

41

23

45

26

5
.1 1

18 23 23 26 k,

6 9 .V18 20 21 ..-.23 24

t 5 .11 .12 13 13 15

8 5 9 .10 10 12 13

City wide
Wirt

Available 25 28 29 31 33

.

*Test Doti based on:
. (1) Stanford Early School Achievement, Kindergartln,

Mathematics Subtest.

(2) California Achievement Test, Grades 1-12, Total
Mathematics Subtest.

1 This score Is an artifact of using end-of-year norms at
mld-year. Mid-year norms were not available from the
publisher until February 1976.

t. r
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THESE LEVELS OF PARENT PARIICIPAilON, AS PUBLISHED IN

THE SCHOOL DISTRICT'ss ANNUAL REPORTS, DID NOT EXIST PRIOR

TO 1955.

;IA THIRD POSITIVE EFFECT OF ESEATITLE I aS,DEVELOPING

INFORMATION'FWUNDERSTANDING PROJECT OPERATION AND PROJECT

SUCCESS. PROJECT-BY7PROJECT ASSESSMENT SUPPLIES DECISIQN

MAKERS WITH IMPORTANT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION WHICH CAN BE

USED IN THE DEPLOYMENT'00 INDIVIDUAL ESEA,TITLE.I PROJECTS,

IN THE COMING.YEARS, WITH THE DEVELOPMENT OF.OUOITLE I

LONGITUDINAL,FILE AND TRACING SYSTEM, QUESTIOHS OF PROGRAMMATIC

IMPACT MAY BE ADDRESSED WITH GREATER PRECISION,

IF THERE SHOULD BE A SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE IN THE ANNUAL

APPROPRIATION FOR TITLE I, FUNDS COULD BE USED IN THE FOLLOWING

WAYt:

1, THE EXPANSION AND INTENSIFICATION OF SERVICES FOR.

ALL EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED STUDENTS IN ALL TITLE I'

ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS% MANY SCHOOLS, ALTHOUGH PRESENTLY

TITLE I ELIGIBLE, DUE TO LIMITED FUNDING, RECEIVE

LITTLE SERVICE, BY PROVIDING A NUMBER OF BASIC

SKILLS AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES TO LOW-ACHIEVING

'STUDENTS IN EVERY lITLE I ELIC:IBLE SCHOOL, WE WOULD

MORE ADEQUATELY MEET'THEIR SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL

NEEDS AND ULTIMATELY HIGHER ACHIEVEMENT GAINS IN

BASIC SKILLS WOULD RESULT,
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2. PROVISION OF SERVICES TO EDUCATIONALLY DEPRiVED

STUDENTS IN, BASIC SKILLS DURING THE SUMMER. SINCE

GREAt DEAL OFIREGRESSION OCCURS DURING THIS PERIOD#

SUMMER TERM, BASIC SKILLS ACTIVITIES WOULD SERVE AS

1 A CONTINUATION OF THE REGULAR TERM TITLE i PROGRAM

AND WOULD "INSURE MAINTENANCE OF ACHIEVEMENT GAINS

MADE DURING-THE REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR,
;

31 MAKING PARENTS MORE ACTIVE PARTNERS IN THE TITLE.I

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM, IT IS MY BELI6.THAT THE

HOME IS THE.FIRST AND MOST IWORTANT INFLUENCE ON

A STUDENT'S LEARNING AND THAT PARENTS NEED AND WAT

TO DEVELOP SKILLS TO HELP THEIR CHILDREN SUCCEED IN I

SCHOOL, ADDITIONAL TITLE I FUNDS. WOULD ALLOW FOR THE

DEVELOPMENT AND DISSEMINATION OF BASIC SKILLS INSTRUC-

TIONAL MATERIALS WHICH THOUSANDS OF PARENTS COULD USE

BOTH DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR AND THROUGHOUT THE SUMMER

WITH THEIR,CHILDREN TO REINFORCE MATERIA'.. PRESENTED

IN THE TITLE I'PROGRAM. 0 ADDITION, PARENT TRAINING

WORKSHOPS COUL:. BE CONDUCTED REGULARLY IN ORDER TO

INSURE THAT NECESSARY TECHNIQUES, BOTH INSTRUCTIONAL

AS WELL AS AFFECTIVE, ARE PROVIDED TO PARENTS THROUGH.,

OUT THE CITY,

WHILE WE ARE GRATEFUL FOR WHAT WE HAVE ACCOMPLISHED THERE

IS STILL MUCH TO ACCOMPLISH IN ORDER TO HELP OUR STUDENTS GO ,

FROM WHERE THEY ARE TO WHERE THEY OUGHT TO BE, WE STILL NEED
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MUCH HELP, OUR DOLLARS WHICH BUY LESS AND LE3S EACH YEAR

ARE NOT SUFFICIENT 18 SUSTAIN OUR PRESENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS

AND'TO IMPROVE UPON THEM. THE TITLE 1 PROGRAM IN PHILADELPHIA

HAS REVERSED THE DRASTIC DOWNWARD TREND IN ACHIEVEMENT BY

ENABLING TARGET..AREA STUDENTS TO ATTAIN AND MAINTAIN IMPROVED '

RATES .OF ACADEMIC PRO'GRESS, WITH EACH SUCCEEDING YEAR,'

EXPERIENCES GAINED FROM THE PROGRAKENABLE SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

AND TEACHERS TO CREATE LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS WHICH MAXIMIZE

EACH STUDENT'S POTENTIAL FOR SUCCESS, :CONDITIONS CREATED

BY THE TITLE 1 PROGRAM HAVE DRAMATICALLY IMPROVED COMMUNITY

ATTITUDES AND PARTICIPATION IN THE SCHOOLS AND IN RELATED

EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES.

STATEMENT OF 'THOMAS ROSICA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, FED-
ERAL PROGRAMS, PHILADELPHIA PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Mr. ROSICA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to express my appreciation to the Chairman for the

opportunity to testify today,And I have been asked by the superim
tendent of schools in Philadelphia, Dr. Michael Mar4uese, and the
Board of Education, to express their appreciation to the Chairman
and the committee for their outstanding support of the title I
program.

The title I program in Philadelphia serves 83,522 students in 162
public schools, and 8,847 students on 51 nonpublic sehools.

My testimony today will cover three basic areas: Achievement
scores in reading and math; parental involvement; and recommen-
dations for the future.

The mosi important positive effect of title in Philadelphia has
been halting the downward trend in pupil performance. Standard-
ized test scores indicate that positive changes are taking place and
that title I does make a difference.

Examining each grade level, K to 8 across the years 1973-78,
in reading and math, the indications are that there has been a
reduction in the percentages of students scoring below the average
of 50th percentile in all krades. The greatest reductions, which
appear in the early years, have been attributed to supplementary
title I services. .

Table 2 on page 5 indicates the reduction of the percentage of
children scoring below the national 16 percentile. Historically, the
16th percentile marks the upper limit of tne lowest achievement
category.

Students below the 16th percentile are those most in need of title I
services. As you can see from that table, as you look from 1973-78,
through the grades, you can see that there has been a significant
reduction in these scores.

6:3
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Looking at table III, that indicates that mathematic reductions of
a similar magnitude were noted. Since the distribution of scores has
changed from 1974, where we had 41 percent below the 16th percen-
tile, and 59 percent above, end 1978 where we had 4nly 28 percent

- below the 16th percentile, and 72 percent above.
Table VI on page 10 displays information concerning the growth

of students who have successfully scored at or above the national
50th percentile. These students are those who have achieved out of
the title I program.

Steady growth May be observed between 1973-78, and each
year an increasing percentage of students have improved their
reading skills to the extent that they have scored at or above the
national average.

Table VII on page 11 shows similar trends in students' mathemat-
ics achievements. Students in title I schools have increasingly hn-
proved their mathematic skills as measured by standardized
achievement scores.

As you can see, the greatest impact has been in kindergarten, and
year one and year two, where we have over 50 percent of our
students scoring above the 50th percentile.

Another positive effect of title I has been involving parents in the
educational process2-year longitudinal study of the attitudes and
perceptions of 5,000 parents of Philadelphia school-children was
conducted. The findings of tliat studydemonstrate that the parents

iof title I students are [1] accurately nformed about school affairs,
including knowledge about title I projects in their schools; [21 were

active participants in school k Ktivities, and [8] have positive opinions
about their schools.

These levels of parent participation as published in the school
district's annual report did not exist prior to 1965.

My colleagues and I have all been talking' about appropriations
and the need for additional appropriations. When these additional
appropriations are made, there are three areas that we fe0 we
would particularly like to see these funds used.

One would be an expansion and intensification of services for all
educationally deprived children, in all title I eligible schools. Many
schools in the Philadelphia program, although presently title I
elii?ible, due to the limited funding, receive very, very little services.

The second recommendation would be provision of serV.ces to
educationally deprived children in basic skills during the summer.
Since a great deal of regression occurs during this period, summer
term basic skill activities would serve as a continuation of the
regular term title I program, and would insure maintenance of the
'achievement gains made during the regular school year.

A third recommendation we would have, would be related to
parents, making parents more active partners in the title
instructional program. It is my belief that the home is the first and
most important influence in the student's learning. The parents
need and want to develop skills to help their children succeed in
school.

'Additional title I funds would allow for the development and
dissemination of basic skill instructional materials which thousands
of parents could use both during the school year, and throughout
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'the summer withiheir children, to reinforce material presented in
the title I program.

In addition, parent training workshops could be 'conducted regu-
larly in order to insure that necessary techniques, both
histructional as wall as effective, are provided to 'parents through-

.

out the city. .' In conclusion, I woUld like to say that we feel that title I has
been a real success story in Philadelphia. There still is a great deal
more that has to be accomplished, and We are hoping that with the
continued support Of this committee, and with increased appropri-

°. ...- . itions in the future, that the title I program Will grow and.expand.
Thank you very much. ,

0 Chairman PERKINS. Our next witness is Fay Harbison, director gif
' Project Catch-Up, Newport Beach, Calif. . 1

.,

Go ahead. .

STATEMENT OF FAY HARBISON, DIRECTOR2 'PROJECT CATCH-UP,
NEWPORT BEACH, CALIF.

Ms. HARBISON. I am Fay Harbison, and I am, the director of a
. title I program in the Newport-Mesa Unified School District in

, Newport Beach and Costa Mesa, Calif. I represent caw of those
thousands and thousands of metlium size school dietricts that hay
used and'appreciated the use of title I funding.

To my knowledge, title I of the ESEA is the first national pio
legislation that has faced directly the challenge of identifying t e.
characteristics of the edaationally disadvantaged child, an the
task of raising his educational level. .

Other legislation has aided the retarded, and the physically
handicapped, but only title I provides the resources for the disadvan,-
taged, seriously underachieving 'child who is otherwise normal.

It has only been with title I programs that teachers have had an
opportunity to show that the patterns of failure of underachieving
children can be broken, and that community and human resources
can be saved by enabling these children to progress successfully
through school./

.4 With the opportunities provided by title I, our teachers have
learned that traditional 'expectations that we have too often held
for the educationally disadvantaged child are too low. Teachers
have learned that children currently scoring in the loWest quartile
in achievement tests, have been, historically, only gaining
seven-tenths of a month for each month in the school year.

They are often identified as potential dropouts during the fi, at
three years of school, and as older children they have proven the
prediction true by disappearing from the school scene sometimes
with the first change of schools, sometimes as early as the sixth
grade, and these children rarely suffer from mental retardation.
, The list does continue, yet it is already extensive enough, and

. alarming enough, that teachers have learned that dramatic changes
must occur if the children are not to continue the expected patt rnrg
of failure. Yet, the most important fact that teachers have le ed
in the years that title I resources have been available is tha when
given a program that recognizes their educational weaknesses, and

6 7
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provides a means to fill them, these disadvantaged children can
learn at a normal rate, they increase their attendance in school as
their own deficiencies are filled, and their parents are as interested

school and in their progress as any other parents.
,-----Although often g minimal educational skills themselves,
\ parents pf. title childre have shown in schools all over the

country where title I prograinb are successful th,at, they are eager to
volunteer tlr skills they have, to visit programs' in which their .
children are growing, and they confer as enthusiastically as any

, other parent with teachers who help their children to learn.
Thanks to title I sttidies, we now *have evidence that some

children simply learn more slowly, or ttgay it more accurately, at a
different rate than other children in a normal classroom.

Furthermore, since the whole educationdl system is igeared to the
child with a .mathematically average leariiing rate, the child func-
tioning at a slower pace falls farther and farther 'behind asi he
misses more and more key concepts.

Title I offers school districts an opportunity to place children who
are floundering in programs where they can succeed. We fill in the
gaps in their personal collection of' blow skills, and they begin to

-.47 succeed in the regular classroom.
Children .discover that they can learn as rapidly as, the average

child, and with this diècovery they gain strength and confidence.
The two ingredients that make school a pleasant place to be.

In human terms, title I provides resources and a purpose to
enable schools to develop prdgrams with individualized attention
that help children ,to succeed to catch-up with other boys 'and girls.
The children s succesays iuge dividends in proving their belief in
their own worth and s cess, and that belief alone keeps .them in
school longer and enabI them to become more independent adults.

Through a pro:Tram of sharing information in the National Diffu-
sion Network, the IJ ted States Office of Education staff has
developed a means to'share the programs that are effective in title
I with schools throughout the country. If any district is dissatisfied
with the education of its title I children, it 'now hag an opportu-
.nity to secure details about programs which are moving children
out of/ those .lowest quartile into the main stream of successful
students.

Not only are informational sessions offered ,throughout the cowl-
try, but printed.data and in-service is available. There is now ample
evidence throughout the country to prove that title I programs are
.producing small miracles, and with the USOE's plan for sharing

,information, assista ce is available to any distridt that wants ,to
consider change.

Our small project ki the Newport-Mesa School District is one .of
these, and for 10 yk. ars as beeastccessful with children. It is a very

k simple design, classica aboratory- program, using diagnostic tests
\and professional teacher.

The parents, teachers itod the regular school staff 'have been
highly supportive, and . with the encouragement of the National
'-Diffusion Network and the title I office, the program 'has now been

. transported to 41 other States, and to the Virgin Islands.
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However, Project Catch-Up is only one example of many, many
pro:grams that work well with tht disadvantaged children. The key
is the success of this individual child, and with your help, gentle-

men, and your continued support of title I, we hope to continue
these successes with these very needy children.

Thank you.
Chairman PERKINS. Thank you very .much.
The next witness and last witness is Ms. Marcelyn Hobbs,

Reading/English Rotation project, Morris Middle School, Thomson,
Ga.

You go ahead, Ms. Hobbs.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Hobbs follows:].

6!)
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TESTIMONY BY MARCELYN HOSES, DIRECTOR, TITLE I READING ENGLISH ROTATION
PROJECT, MCDUPPIE COUNTY SCHOOL SYMMS, THOMSON, GA.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, it is an

honor to be invited to testify at this oversight hearing On

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

I am Marcelyn Hobbs, the developer and director of an

exempl....y Title I program that has bean operating for the

past nine years in the MCDuffie County School District,

Thomson, Georgia.

Mr. Rife English, principal of .the school, and I respect-

fully request that both the written and oral testiMeny become

a part of the Congressional Re4ord.

My written testimony addresres the.following issue's:

1. What'Tifle I has done for ethication

2. What my school district is doing with
. its Title / funds - The RER Project.

and its NDN affiliation

3. Factors that contribute to successful
Title I programs

4. Suggested recommendations for Title I

My oral testimony will be confined.to numbers 2 and 3.

What Title I has done for Education

The Title I legislation requ:Lred that local school dis-.

tricts make NEEDS ASSESSMENTS. In so doing, we became know.

ledgeable'about all ability levels, including the low achiever.

During the years preceding Title I we were more prone to teach

to the "average". Title I "forced° us to take an in-depth look

at individual students achievement. In my opinion, based on

thirty years of teaching experience, this was the beginning of

7
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widespread attention to individualization, of instruction,

multialavelled materials for instruction, and major emphasis

on the LEARNER as ei individual, now a widespread recognized

educational practice."r4 tle i was the catalyst!

As a result of tha n =laity for individualization of

instruction, educators becime acutely aware of tho czitical

need for increased Staff Development. Local school districts

had to train thoir personnel in !In to cope with the varying

degrees of student ability and achievement. Staff development

led to the up-grading of skills of all teachors, including the

up-grading of the skills of minority teachers. The staff devel-

opment further lod to the widespread use of auxiliary personnel

or pars-professional help in the education of students with

varying ability And achievement levels. The use of auxiliary

personnel is now an established practice in most state oduca7

tion programs. Title I was the catalyst!

The awareness of Individualized Instruction necessitated

the use of a wide vakiety of multi-levelled materials, more

widespread use'of hardware, and expanded physical facilities.

Many small school districta &such as McDuffie County were able

to provide supplementary material:4, equipment and physical

facilities for all students. Title Y provided for the low

:achiever, thus freeing additional local and state funds .,;(.1 be

Ilesed for t'ie averaw and above average achiever. Choosing

materials of varying levels to meet the needs of students at

all .Ability lesicls is an accepted educational philosophy.

1
J



Title I was the catalyst!

Small groUp instruction, reduced pupilmiteacher ratio, and

parental involvement programs have all fostered a more pa:40nel

relationship between tho STUDENT and the TEACHRR thus

breaking down physical and emotional barriers that had previous-

ly hindered the learning of many disadvantaged students.
;

Title I was the catalyst!

What the McDuffie County School District is doing with its

Title I funds -- The RER Project and its NON affiliation

McDuffie County is located in east enntral.Georgia, 120

miles south of Atlanta, and 35 miles west of Augusta on inter-

state twenty. The cnunty has a population of,approximately.

18,000 people. We have a good balance of industry and agricul-

ture. Ouragriculture consists.mainly of soy beans, beef cows,

corn and small grains. Industry is fairly diversified. There

are a large.number of forestry and lumber oriented plants with

a.few other plants such a3 Uniroyal and Thomson Company. They

manufacture U.S. Keds and melts and womoris clothing, respectively.

The.county seat and largest town is Thomson with a population

of approximately 15,000 people. Our school system is made up of

1 high school, 1 middle/junior high and 4 elementary schools.

The 4,000-Member student body is 46% black and 54% white. We

have. 210 teachers and operate .30 school buses. Our total

school budget is about $41/2 million dollars, of this amount

S681,000 comes frnm local taxes. McDuffie Colinty's Title I

allocation is $359,000. With these monies we employ 18 Title I

11,
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teachers and 18 Title I para-professionals. The Title I teach

ers and aides serve 1450 Title I students in kindergarten,

reading, and math. A component'of MeDuffie County's Title
1

program is the Reading English Rotation Project (RER) at

Norris Middle School, The REA project had its beginning in

1970 -- the year we totally integrated our school system. The

RER project was conceived, organized, and implemented by local

administrators, teachers, and parents. The RER Project focuses

on'a nationally recognized Concern - the improvement og basic

communication skills (reading, writing, speaking, listening)

at the middle, junior, and senior high school level. The RER

.program has been operating daily for the past nine consecutive

. years under the leadership of the McDuffie County Title ITrod

gram.

There are in excess of 14,000 Title I programs in the

nation. Of those 14,000, only 45 have been recognized by the

Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) of the U.S. Office of

Education as being exemplary. McDuffie County's Title I ReAding

English Rotation Program is one of the 45. The U.S. Office of

Education further honored McDuffie County's Title I program by

extending a contract under the National Diffusion Network (NDN)

to the McDuffie County Board of Education for the purpose of

disseminating Information and implementing the RER program in

other school districts throughout the nation. The Reading English

Pottntirm Project is one-of the only twenty-four Title I programs

wklo have Aissemination funds.

78
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A school district who has a similiar problem may adopt

the REA Project.'Installation of the RER Project into A local

school district involves the use of two school periods for

project activities with project students spending thirty mins.

utes in each of three skills areas daily (rotation process).

Paperback booke are usod which are relevant to students' ime

Wrests and reading level during the nadir's pOrtion of the

project. English lessons which correspond to the students'

readingro used. Tbe skills lab portion of the project pro-

vides individualized instruction in a comfortable setting with

warm, friendly, supportive teacher and aides, a main key to

the program. Skills are taught, practiced, evaluated and mastered

at the SOi level. If a skill is not mastered at thts level, the

student is re.!cycled with different materials and the skill

reintroduced. Each student progresses through tho project mate-

rials at his/her own rate.

Under the leadership of McDuffie Countyls Title I admini-

stration, the RER Project has disseminated information under

the National Diffusion Network (NDN) contract since June of 1977.

The National Diffusion Network is the most viable force

for educational change in our nation today. The reason being, it

brings practitioner to practitioner in a free exchange of ideas

and solutions.

Educators throughout this nation are facing virtually the

same problems, therefore it is important that teachers elsewhere

bc made aware of existing solutions to these problems. Therein

'71
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lies the merit of the NON.

The NON does two very important things for the programs

they disseminate:

It gives thanCREDIBILITY and VISIBILITY. When convincing

data relative to a program's effectiveness is submitted to a

group within'the educational division of the Department of

H.E.W. known pi the Joint Dissemination Review Panel, and when

upon careful scrutini of that dAta for its (a) validity and

(b) comnarability if a program receives validation by the JPRP,

that program receives INSTANT CREDIBILITY. Superintendents,

principals and teachers across the country know they are not-

getting a "Pig-in-a-Poke". A validated program tarries a sub-

stantial amount of reliable evidence to support its effective-.

nese. Its CREDIBILITY is without question.

Throuuh the NDN a validated program also receives national

VISIBILITY. An NDN contract.provides funding for extensive

traveling for the purpose of maki:ig school districts awaro

of these educatlfai solutions to existing school problems --
.-

suddenly the entitle ration becomes a validated project's class-

room. A project representative literally crisscrosses our

country sharing its success story with representatives from

all 50 of the'states plus Puertoyico and the Virgin Islands.

These awareness conferences and meetings aro planned and financed

through the joint cooperation of the NDN and.eomparable educa-

tional agencies such as local state, regional and national

Title I siencias. Thus CI1ED/BILITY and VISIBILITY aro given to
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an exemplary program through NDN'funding and resources.

.It is at this point whero we see the NDN becoming a

40. powerful forkable force for a Local Edecation Agency (LEA).

The NDN provides for iocal school districts and the teachers

within them ACCBSSIBILITY tO student.meffective,.cost effective,

and transportable programs.

The National Diffusion Network'funds 2 groups

the State Facilitator (SF) and the Developer Demonxtrator 1D/D).

The SF 'carefully matches the local school needs with the ex.

Warlsrl' Program already proven to address that neod. There are

now 104 accessible programsqunded through NDN. These programs

span each grade level and every discipline.

Through the cooperative efforts of State Facilitators and

other educational agencies,.an
exemplary.program is made ace

cessible to otherwise uninformed school districts. )

The final and most important concept afforded an LEA by

the NDN is an efficient way for dealing with ACCOUNTABILITY.

Individual research is time consuming. By the very nature of

the validation process, the exemplary programs offer an LEA

the most cost-effective and efficient wiy of bringing about

program improvement in our nation's schools.'

Thus the NON offers an exemplary prngram'CREDIBILITY and

VISIBILITY. It (1) affords local schonl districts accessibility

to effective solutions to roil educational prohlems, (2) effi-

cient, cost-effective ways to combat the public's groWing de-

mands fnr ACCOUNTABILITY.

4
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The McDuffie County Title I RER Program hall been fUrvied

under NON for a year and a half. Because of NDN funding and

technical assistance we have been able to accomplish these

things:

The RER Project has participated in 87 awareness sessions

that included an audience in excess of 3,000 persons. There

have been over 300 school personnel to make onsiie visits

from 16 different states. To date there are 68 adoptions or

potential adoptions from 18 different states in 69 school

districts affecting a minimum student population of 7,840.

The RER Staff has conducted 14 training seisions attended

by 370 adopting teachers, aides, and administiatnre. The RER

Project Directorchas monitored 95 teachers, aides, and admini-

strators in 8 adopting sites. A summary table of the RER acti-

vities is found in the appendix. Maps showing adopting states

and adopting Georgia counties are also found in the appendix.

RER Project evaluation for nine years shows that PROJECT

STUDENTS AVERAGED ONE MONTH'S.READING GROWTH PER MONTH OF IN- .

STRUCTION. Prior to entry into the project, the students have

consistently been averaging two month's reading growth per year

nf instructinn.

'The RER Project is more than a statistically effective

method of teaching the slow learning and/or the...disadvantaged

student. It is a program that successfully transcends the

barriers of rac9, geogranical locale, and the various stages

of adolescence. It is successfully reachino student populations
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as diverse as Mexican-American children in Texas; American .

Indian children in WYomingi rural black childrenin North Caro...

line; white Appalachian.MOuntain children in Pennsylvania;

inner city young people in Chicago; and a balanced mix of black

'and white students in Georgia, Florida, South Carolina and

miesissippi.

The Mcrouffie County's Title I program is academically'

Successful as wall as a.cost offectiva expenditure of Title / .

funds. We are ipending approximately $175 to ,$200 per student

over and above that.whieh comas to us from thestate.

What Makes a Successful Title I Program

There are 14,000 Title I programs in the nation. Only 45 of

those have been validated by the JDRP. Dissemination funds go

to 24 Title. I programs. MoDuffie COunty's Reading English Ro-

tation Project is one of that select 24. Why is it successful

and so many others apparentiy are not? In our opinion, based on

our experience, the Reading English Rotation Project is success-.

ful for the following reasonis

1.'The school environment, under the leadership
of the local administration, allows creativity
among its personnel that fosteill5F6blem solu-
tions, An atmosphere has been created where
teachers are encouraged to seek new and inno-
vative ways to work With young people. The ad-
ministration is both verbally and.fiscally
supportive.

2. The program is souddly based in ;Teal rel

search on characteristics and ledrning
WPM of the target population. Tho In-
structional program was then designed to
meet the unique characteristics and learn-
ing styles of the target students. The

Id
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program design focuses ont

. 4.1% SKILLS RASID' program'
b. Tsai Teaching by both regular

and Title I staff integrating
and reinforcing skills

c. Instructional strategies based
on continuoue daily evaluation
(see appendix)

d. Reduced pupil teacher ratio
4 utilising auxiliary personnel

that allows for immediate rein-
forcement'and individual pacing

3. A total personal coMmitrent on the part of
tho coiunity, soWITRETict staff personnel,
and RIR students that our Title I students can
learn ANYTRINO and NVERYTNIMG that any other
studentMERV-- it lust has to be more slow
ly paced and requires more reinforcement.

Suggested Recommendation relating to Title

1. Increased emphasis on program content as
opposed to present emphasis on adherence to
regulations. The present skills programa being
impremented by the'National Migrant Programs
in areas of reading, math4 early childhood
and oral language would be excellent models
for Title I personnel, to evaluate and perhaps
emulate..

2. Uniform state interpretation of Title I Federal
Regulations in clear concise layman's language.
Diversity among tate intepretation of Title I .

gidelinem is hindering the diffusion and
adoptions of many exemplary Title 1 pregrame.

3. Increased funding, for dissemination and dif-
fusion. The NON is the most cost effective way
of improving learning. The Network funding for
fiscal year 1980 has been cut by 4 million
dollars. Many solutions to educational problems

have already been found. Dissemination of those
solutions would prevent the constant "Reinventing

the wheel" syndrome.

7!)
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4. Adjust program funding dates to coincide
with school.program cycles. Late funding
of federal programs interferes with in-

. struetional progress for Title I students.

\ 5. Reinstate equipment supply monies. Some .

haxdware is neede4 to provide individualise.-
\ tion.q of instruction. Since purchasing

1/4 equipment is virtually prohibited in present
guidelines, it world be helpful to have a

\ small percent of total funds for replacing
obsolete equipment and.repairing present

, equipment. purchased in the, early days of

6.01ne Parent. Advisory Council per LCA Title I
Ivogram would be an efficient management body.
lhis council could be made up of reprecentatives
fnom.the individual schools and would alleviate .

excessive numbers of meetings and expedite
Management efficiency.'

7. Sitablish criteria for Title I teacher selection.
Se k out and employ extremely competent and well
tr ined personnel. Tbe ayerage ard above average
lea ner progresses in 'spite of the teacher".
Theslow achiever needs the very beat teacher in.
ordif to progress.

8. Provide funding for developing and implementing
someloasic or simplified vocational programs.
Many Of our Title I young people nre kept from
presen: vocational programs because of their en.
phistiCAted. coMplex nature. We need soma addi-
tional\programs that are of a more basic and
practical nature. This Title I funding should
includcmonies for basic materials and equip-
ment toAmplemont these programs.

Title I has suffered greatly from much adverse publicity

because we have failed to look at the total picture..we ofton

hear that thegap between the Title I student and the average

and aboye average student is wider than ever.

/
Above Average

I

Title I

;)

Average

r
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This is truo, and ightly so. What we fail tn realize is that

as Titli) I provides manpower for extra assistance in order for

Title I students to programs to their fullest potential, the

PROCESS releases manpower for the average and above average'

student to work up to'their fullest potential also. Therefore,

the gap remains or gets wider. This.is as it should be. Because

of Title.I,'ALL loveli of ability arebensfitting in the public

schuols of our nation.

RespectCully submitted to the Subcomml.ttoe on Elementary,

secnntuAry, and Vocational Wucation this sixth day of.March,

nineteen hundred nnl seventy-nine by:

Marcolyn Hobbs, Direbtor
Title I Readlnq English fintntinnyroject
McDuffie county School System
Thomson, Georgia

ii 4. .' I .
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SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE
June 1977 - February 1979

AWARENESS SESSIONS
NON

Fundinsi

[

1977-78

1978-79

No. of ::esstons
,

No. of Partto2pants No. States Involved

66

21

..A__.

2.070
.,

50 States + Puerto
Rico +Virgin islands

1.335 50 States + Puerto
*ico + Vircin islands

N-SITE VISITS
NON

rundinc
---1--

4
No. of Visits No. of Participants ,No. States involved

1977-78 10

_ . __

205 12

1978-79' U 95
. -__ . 11

ADOPTI NS
NP9

Fundina_

4
1977-78- . -

-

1978-79

1977-78'6. ---....

No. of
Presolt haqt199e.

- 44

Potential AdAvtions

No. of States
IGB7-3?-§aB51

Districts
No. of
Students

10

tional States

45

T No. or-STAiiia
Districts

6 403
Nea-------
Students

24

No. of PrvAPOf
AAJOimn in fk.n%o..

, _ .

20--..-- .. - . .

7

No. of
Conotios

II

24 1 440
N0.717-
NtudonAs

No. of School
olstrictn

20 2 400

I:11.11011U'

117777f4

; ff.-

4

NON

TRAINING SESSIONs

No.

*Rd Adria -r-Vi;:-"of Teachers
11(.1,1 14

.:fr.4c,as Train141 _1_ Ttained

27

1

oi !, .; Al lll
. Adnowist t.1- No. of .i.v.ig.hvrsl

moni ,.1:i P.%Ccfl t t .1 Owl 4r1.4f.nrIki ::ttiLtt

I.

I{ 2C 70 I
1,504

-^ ..^.

1



RER ADOPTIONS AND PROJECTED ADOPTIONS

;

'

\,

1

84. 1441110 RICO

6



L S

9.

GEORGIA COUNTIES RER ADOPTIONS
AND PROOECTED ADOPTIONS

Muo

00000

. .."1.01111

I 11

'All, n

11111.

il V.

11111111i

'WU

StIis DAIS t

lia*Zka
Wei

11'5 go

J



EVALUATING, PLANNING, AND TEACHING STRATEGY FLOW CHART'



3

83

STATEMENT Or MARCELYN HOBBS, READING/ENGLISH ROTA-
TION PROJECT, MORRIS MIDDLE SCHOOL, THOMSON, GA.

Ms. Huns. Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, it.is
an honor to be invited to testify at the oversight hearing on title I of
the Elementary, Secondary Education Act.

I am Marcelyn Hobbs, the developer and director of an exemplary
title I program that has been operating for the past 9 yearim the
McDuffie County School District, in Thomson, Ga.

My written testimony addreises four issues: What, in my opinion,
title I has done for education; 'what myschool district is doing with
its title I funds; with particular emphasis on the project that I direct
and its Indian affiliation; No. 3, the factors, in our opinion, that have
contributed to the success of our title I program, and it would
perhaps be instrumental in the success of other title I programs; No.
4, our suggested recommendations for title I programs.

However, with. the time allotted to me, my oral testimony will be
confined to Nos. 2 and 3.

What title I has done for the McDuffie School District, and what
that district is doing with its title I funds. McDuffie Cowity, is located
in the east-central Georgia, 120 miles south of Atlanta, and approxi-
mately. 35 miles west of Augusta on Interstate 20.

This county has a population of approximately 18,000 people, with
a good balance of industry and agriculture. The county-seat and
largest town in our county is Thomson, with a population of approxi-
mately 15,000 people.

Our school system is made up of one high school, one middle/
junior high, and four elementary schools'. Our student body has 4,000
members, 46 percent of them are black, and 54 percent are white.

Our total séhool system has 210 teachers, and we operate 30
schoolbuses. Our total school budget is about $4.5 million and of this
amount, $681,000 comes from local taxes. Our title I allocation for
this entire school district' is $359,000. With these moneys, we employ
18 title I teachers and 1'8 title I paraprofessiorals.

The title I teachers and aides ierve approximately 1,450 title I
students in kindergarten remedial reading and math. A component
of the total title "I prograM is the reading/ English rotation project at
the middle school level.

This project had its beginning in 1910, the year that we totally
integrated our schc, ' system. The reading/English project was
conceived, organized, and implemented by local administrators,
teachers, and parent.I.

The project focuses on a nationally recogni2,ed concern, that is, the
improvement of basic communication skills at the secondary level.
Our program has been operating daily tor the past 9 consecutive
years under the leadership of the McDuffie County titlei program.

I think you, gentlemen, would he interested in a couple of statis-
tics. There are in excess of 14,000 title I programs in our Nation. Of
those 14,000, only 45 have been set aside or recognized by the joint
dissemination review panel from the U.S. Office of Education as
being exemplary. McDuffie County's reading/English rotation proj-
ect, is one of those 45.
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The U.S. Office of Education further honored our program by
extending a contract under the National Diffusion Network, for the
purpose of disseminating information and implementing this pro-
gram in school districts throughout the Nation.

Our program is one of only 24 programs, a very select group, to
receive funds from the National Diffusion Network. Under the
leadership of Mc Duffle County's title I administration, the read-
ing/English program has been disseminated since June of 1977. This
National Diffusion Network is the most viable force for educational
change in our Nation today, the reason being that it brings practi-
tioners to practitioners in a free exchange of ideas.

Educators throughout the Nation are facing virtually the same
problems: Therefore, it is important that teachers elsewhere be
made aware of a solution that has, perhaps, already been solved in
sonie other part of the country, and herein lies the merit of the
NUN.
, When a program such as these 24 title I programs receive
funding under the NUN, it gives them four important things: First
of all, it gives them credibility and visibility. Credibility in that they
have been validated by the U.S. Office of Education, and visibility
in that the hinds provide for that program, not only to work in a ,

local district, but the entire Nation becomes the classroom -of the
project director. Visibility comes with that contract.

Then, this contract also offers to local school districts two things.:'
accessibility to programs that are student effective, cost effective,
and that are also transportable. The NDN also offers a school
district ways of combating the public's ever growing demand for
accountability. .

The reading/English project has participated for a year and a
half. This diagram shares with you some of our successes. To
date there are 68 adoptions of our program, and those adoptiOns are
in 18 different States, and we are affecting a miniMum stuck:it
population in excess of S,900 people.

Our project evaluation fbr the past 9 years shows that our students
have consistently averaged 1 month's reading growth per month of
instruction. Prior to entry into the program, our stUdents had been
averaging only 2 months growth per year of instruction.

The reading/English prpject is more, though, thanta statistically
effective method of teacking the disadvantaged students. It is a
program that transcends loarriers of race, geographical locale, and
the various stages of adolescence.

It is successfully reaching student populations as diverse as the
Spanish-American child in Texas, the American Indian student in
Wyoming, the rural black child in North Carolina, the white
Appalachian child in Pennsylvania, the inner-city young person in
Chicago, and a balanced mix of black and white students in Georgia,
Florida, South Carolina, and Mississippi.

The Mcnuffie County program is academically successful as welt
as cost offective. We are spending approximately 4175 to $240 per
student over and above that which conies to us fr6m the State. We
are a select few, 2.1 in'the Nation.

What is it that we think has made us successful? There are four
things which I would like to share with you. These are based on our
opinion and on our experience.
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No. I, a successful title I program needs to have a school environs ,

nlent that allows creativity among its personnel, and they, then, will
foster problem solution.

A successful prograin must be soundly based in local research on .

characteristics and learning styles of that target ioopulation. Our /
instructional program was 'designed to meet the characteristics of-'

our students, and that prograe-design has, as its bdse, a skill base
program in opposition to commercially prepared programs.

A second thing it has is a team teaching approach. Gentlemen,
title I teachers will never educate title I students., The reason being
that We see them for only a small portion of the schoolday.

When we, as title I people, and you as gentlemen who have
legislative abilities, come to the recognition that we must pair
ourselves and aline ourselves with every other staff member in a
local system. Then and only then will we see a noticeable difference
in the academic achievement of our young people.

A third reason for our progress is that our instructional strategies
are based on continuous daily evaluation, The fourth reason, we,
have been able to reduce our pupil/teacher ratio utilizing auxiliary
personnel.

The third reason for success is the total personal commitment on
the part of the coMmunity, the school, the project staff personnel,
and the students involved.. We must commit ourselves to this fact:
Title I students can learn anything and everything that any other
student learns. However, we do learn it at a more slower pace, and it
does require more reinforcement.

Title I has suffered greatly from adverse publicity, because we, as
a public, have failed to look at the total picture. We often hear that
the gap between the title I student and the average and above
average student is wider than ever, and this is true. But rightly so.

What we fail to realize is that as title I poi/ides manpower for
extra assistance in order for title I students to progress to their
fullest potential, the process releases manpower for the average and
the above average student to work 'up to their fullest potential.
Therefore, the gap remains or it gets wider, and this is as it should
be. Because of title I, all levels of ability are benefiting in the pu.,lic
schools of our Nation. I respectfully submit to you our recommenda-
tions. Thank you, sir.

Chairman PERKINS. Let me thank the entire panel for some
excellent testimony.

I want to give all the members here a chance to ask some
questions, but first I have a coaple of questions that I would like to
address to the entire panel.

As you know, the administration has proposed no increase in
appropriations for the regular title I program, although it is propos-
ing $400 million for the new concentration provision. What effects
will stationary funding have on your programs? We will begin with
you, Ms. Hobbs, and go all the way around the table.

Did you get the question?
Ms. Holum. Yes. Sir I heard your question, but I do not feel that I

am qualified to answer.
Chairman PERKINS. All right, go ahead, Ms. Harbison.
MS. HARBISON. I would have to give you an answer that is almost

in mathematical terms. Without an increase in funding, the staff
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that we hire to serve our title I children would have to be reduced in
direct proportion, to the inflation that is occurring.

Our program is successful, we feel, because we invest every dollar
that we can in hours of service, teaching time for the children.
When inflation goes up at the rate of 7 or 8. percent, and funds
remain stationary, that means that 7 or 8 percent fewer hoUrs are
employed in werking with children.

Chairman PERKINS. All right, Mr. Rosica.
Mr. ROMA. You are talking immediately about a reduction of

!bout 220 people who are presently serving title I children, both
professional and paraprofessional on our basic staff. This naturally'
would lead to, No. 1, a reduction of services to children; second, fewer
schools themselves being served. .

I think one of the third items that has to be considered is the fact
that the new law is going to generate increased costs. The factor, No.
1, that we are going to be establishing advisory committees, and that
the parent advisory committees are going to be increased in size in
Philadelphia, we are going to have to provide printed materials'and
additional training to each of these parent, aivisory councils, and
also in terms of the new requirements, new funding in the law itself,
which relates to increased funding for thelState department of
education relative to monitoring, and so on.

We are also going to increase our monitoring within the school
district, which is going to contribute an increased cost.

So I would say that we would probably be talking about reduction
of services to, maybe, 9,000 or 10,000 children and a loss of staff
aiiyWhere from 200 to 300 people.

Chairman PERKINS. All right, Dr. Jefferson.
Dr. JEFFERSON. The Philadelphia School District is comparable in

size to the. Detroit School District, There are gome obvious differ-
ences, but I think the impact would ,be similar on the Sehool
District of Detroit and the School District of Philadelphia.

I would only make the addendum, and that is, certainly if there is
no increase in the basic grant funds, we are not going to be able to
maintain the current level of staffing that we have.

We received approximately $29 million this school year, and
under the 'basic part A, if there is no increase in that, obviously,
that is going to have an impact.

On the other hand, if you are talking about some new dollars in
the concentration portion, that will somewhat alleviate some of the
negative impact from lack of funds under Part I.

Again, my bottom line point would be that we still are not serving
all of the youngsters in our school district that are eligible to be
served. So to the degree that there is not an increase in dollars in
whatever part, we still are going to be in the position of not serving
those eligible youngsters who we should be serving.

Chairman PERKINS. All right, we will hear now from Dr.
Johnston.

Dr. JOHNSTON. Thank you, Mr. Perkins.
I think Dr. Jefferson stated it well. If there is hO basic increase,

then we have that fruptration of' some 75,000 youngsters eligible but
not served. It the concentration funds come along in my judgment,
what it means is that through those funds we wilf be able to ablorb
the inflation problem that always exists, it is an annual problem,
and still allow a modest improvem6nt in the program.
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The concentration dollars look to me as a very positive change for
ne* year. That would accommodate inflation, and allow us some
improvement in the numbers of students that we could serve. ..

Chairman PERKINS. Ms. Reynolds.
Ms.. REYNOLDS. Yes, sir. Static funding, or no increase imiunding

to Tennessee, at least, would mean, as I Indicated to you before,
that there would be a reduction in program services to children.

Giving you an example, in our largest system, at least 190 teachers
would probably have to be taken from the title I roll'. Also 11
programs in another one of our urban cities would have to be
eliminated..

Also, services in the rural counties, where they are already
suffering, would be further decreased. ..

Also, no increase in funding appears eveii more drastic, as one of
the gentlemen mentioned a few moments ago, in view of the new
regulations which require additional cost. Also I would like to
mentionperhaps I don't think it has been brought out here, my
concern hereconcentration grants, really should be supplemen-
tary to, and not take the place of the basic grants.

Not all school, systems will receive concentration grants. This
means that concentration grants will help some,, and if the basic
grant is not increased, it will doubly affect those not receiving the
concentration money.

I think that this has got to be considered aS far as full fundine is
concerned.

Also we need an increase just to maintain what we have got.
Chairman PERKINS. All right, Dr. Himley, go ahead and answer

now. ..

Dr. HIMLEY. Thank you, sir.
The State of Iowa has 99 counties,.and in checking with the Office

of Education with respect to the concentration grant moneys, it
would appear that only three to five.counties within the State would
qualify for concentration grant monies.

So, if that is the only increase, let us say, that is provided for
title I funding, it would mean, in essence, approximately a 10
percent decrease, considering the inflationary costs, for anywhere
from 94 to 96 counties within the State.

I am aalittle bit 'surprised, but I guessed it was common knowl-
edge, but nobody has mentioned yet that the general fund budgets
within the school districts inlhis 'day and age dn not typically have
the capacity to absorb decreases in Federal funding.

The title I programs have sold themselves. The people want them
desperately, but the local moneys are not there. If there is a decrease
in title 1 funding, it will obviously mean a decrease in services as far
as title I programs are concerned.

Chairman PERKINS. Let me ask all the witnesses one further
question.

Do you expect any problemt :n implementing last year's new law;
are any of your school districts anticipating any problem with the
new requirement for distribution of the law and regulations to pll
advisory council members, As you know, this is a new provision in
the Education Amendments of 1978.

You go ahead, now, Dr. Himley, and start.
Dr. HIMLEY. Yes, we are anticipating some problems in that

respect. I did make some notes with regard to it. We have nothing
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by 'we; I am talking of the State agency as well as the LEA'swe
have no desire to diminish parental involvement, parental input,
but we seriously question the need for each and every member of.

Ahe parent advisory council having copies of the legislation, the
. regulations, the policy manuals, etc.

It will be a tremendously expensive thing, to say the least. It will
detract from program moneys, and in all honesty, in the State that I
represent, at -leapt the parent advisory councils are not particularly
desirous of having individual copies. 'They want access, yes, to the
legislation, access to the regulations, access to the policy manual
when it , comes out, the State policies, etc., but as far as each

.individual having, their Own personal copS?, this is not the typical
wish.

Chairman PERKINS. Any further comments from any of you?
Dr. JEFFERSON. I wbuld simply reiterate what has just been said

by giving you an example. We have 170 local parent advisory
councils. 'We have nine regional pareat advisory councils, We have
one district-wide advisory council.

I think the critical factor is access to the information as opposed
to whether or not we must have each one of those council persons
.having specific pieces of information. It is going to cost school
districts some additional dollars to do this, and my only question is
whether this ie at all necessary.

This is, again, not to in any way talk against the need for
parental involvement, but it is to the degree of those mechaniCal
kinds of details which I think are going to impose some hardship on
school districts.

Dr. JOHNSTON. Mr. Chairman, I mentioned earlier the special
problem in Los Angeles. We will begin in September our second
year of court-ordered mandatory integration. The "follow-the-child"
provision has taken care of this year, and we have no problem, but
next year I have a concern the funds to supplement the title I
program for those youngsters who will be involved and continuing
in the integration program. We would like to see that provision
allow us to sustain that kind of activity in the years ahead.

Chairman PERKINS. Ms. Reynolds.
Ms. REYNOLDS. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would like to add a couple

of points.
In one of our school districts alone, you are talking about 350 to

,475 council members who would be receiving the information as
d stated in the legislation. I am not at all opposed, ap a matter of fact
JI/am totally in agreement with the fact that members should thave
ciece_sq4o this information. I think the key is access to, or individual
cbpies thereof. I think that this needs to be addressed.

One otTrim concern that I would like to mention and that is, the
lawI ddn't' want it to be taken as I am^ against parent involve-
ment, because I am totally for it. But I am a little bit concerned that
the emphasis in the law appears to be more on organization, arid
number of members rather.than upon true parental involvement in
the educational process, which is where we find that the greatest
success, as far as students are concerned, comes when the parents
are involved in the instruction. This is a concern of mine.

Chairman PERKINS. All right, go"ahead.
Ms. HARBISON. On t is point, I am sorry that we Could not bring

our district parent committee chairman, because she would be

/*
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saying this for me. We feel that the new regulations are, perhaps,
entirely too detailed for parent advisory Councils.

Sometimes, in seeking to meet every point of a regulation, we find

ourselves illegal without meaning to. I will cite one example. At one

time, when we Were expected to 'providfl written copies of several
phases of the program to parents, the only single item that we could

obtain before that first meeting were copies of the Federal Regieter.
The parents looked at ine as though I were stark raving mad,

when I was giving them copies of the Federal Register, because they
find this is a hard document to read, perhaps.

Therefore, I would like to recommend that we emphasize parent
involvement, but possibly leave the details insofar as possible up to
the districts or the councils themselves.

Mr. ROSICA. I would like to make one final comment. I think our
principal concern relates to the election process for the city-wide
PAC, which will have to involve between 300,000 and 400,000
parents in that particular election in order to meet the mandate of
the law as it is presently written.

That becomes an incredible job. It is a very, very expensive type
of job for us to do.

I think our second concern that relates to that is the fact, as
indicated yesterday in a. meeting with the Office of Education
officials, they stated that the regulations would not be coming out

until approximately June 1.
We are being asked by our State departments of education at the

moment to have everything in place by the beginning of the school
year. If we try to run elections for a citywide PAC during the
summer, we will have an explosion during the vacation period, and
that is a very, very deep concern of all the members of Great City

hods.
I think a second concern of ours is the fact with regulations

coming out on June 1, the submission of an application that will be
covering our school districts fbr 3 years, we are now in the
ulanning process. By June 1, most of us will have completed our
planning for the projects. If any surprises come out in the regula-
tions, we may end up, unknowingly, being, in the position of, maybe,

being liable for ordered exceptions because .we are developing an.
application which proposed regulations coming out on June 1, will

be covering for &years.
Chairman PERKINS. I.would like to ask Dr: Johnston one question,

and this will be my last one.
I need some clarification of your statement regarding mainte-

nance of effort. Are you proposing that we .repeal that provision
due to Proposition 13, or are,you proposing specific amendments to
the maintenance of effort rgquirement?

Dr. JOHNSTON. Mr. Chairman, as you know, it is an extraordinary
circumstance to be involved in the Proposition 13. Whereas in the
past, we had a dependable, reliable income base in support of public
education. At this current time, we are on a 1 year funding block
grant basis, and it is 10 percent less than what Ave(otherwiscf, would

have had this particular year.
Maybe our circuthetances in CalifOrnia are very unique and very

unusual, but we had a tragic loss of income. So when it looks at us
as a district on maintenance of effort, our maintenance of effort will

a
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/ Obviously be lees than it is otherwise, and traditionally and nor.
/ mally would have been.

I am not sure what the best solution or answer to it is, but it is.
diffic .It to be held accountable for something over which we have
absolutely no control.

Chairman PERKINS. Mr. Good ling. ,

Mr. GOODLING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I always like to remind everyone who comes before the commit-

tees that I serve on that we are caught in quite a dilemma because
'the cry in the country is: Reduce taxes, and reduce funding. :We
have governors, such as the Governor of Xalifornia, the biggest
Spenders ..around, who all at once are telling us that we should
balance our Federal budget. There are only two ways to do that,
either raise taxes or reduce spending. So we are really caught.

Then everybody who comes before us says, "Yes, but you have to
zero in on the important issues," and each of them tell us, then, that
theirs is the most important, and should be on the top of the list,
"Don't cut ours."

So I like to bring that to your aitention, because you deal with
those State and public elected officials who, all of a sudden, are
pointing their finpr this way on one hand, and doing this with
their other hand. You just can't do both.

Dr. Johnston, you were the first, as I remember in the testimony,
that talked about problems. I think you even used a nicer term,
"concerns," 1 guess.

Dr. 'jOHNSTON. Yes.
Mr. GOODLING. You listed several concernS, or you spoke of

stveral concerns. I looked on page 6. Are all the concerns that yon
talked about, included on page 6, or were you indicating some
others?

Dr. JOHNSTON. I tried to abbreviate. The testimony that we submit-
ted would be the detailed list, and I tried to pick those which are
the most pressing.

Mr. GOODLING. I was merely going to ask you to give us the list, if
there were more than you were including.

Dr. JOHNSTON. TheSt are there.
Mr. GOODLING. The second question, Dr. Johnston, is there any.-7

particular time that you would stop the "follow-the-child" funds, or
would you have them open-ended? .

Dr. JOHNSTON. I am sure you can appreciate what happens in the
subsequent year, when ihe youngster is in a new neighborhood. He
still has the same needs and requirements as he did in the prior
years. The artificial date of a year passing does not 'change the
circumstances.

" If' we do the analysis that is required to see whether, in fact,, that
youngster continues to be eligible by the factors and the judgments
that we use, and he is no longer eligible. I am making a reasonable
suggestion that 1 year is not enough, and perhaps 4 or 5 years would
be reasonable.

We can compromise on almost anything, but all I know is that atthe end of this current year, our first year of court-ordered
integration, the youngsters will no longer be funded in the subse-

, quent year, I .just simply have no way of maintaining that support
service, which I think is absolutely critical as they find their. place
in this new environment.
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Mr. GOODLING. I agree with.that. It is always ridiculous also to
have the youngster move from, one school to another school, and
then he no longer needed help because of 'the legislation.

Dr. Jefferson, you talk on Age 5 about the need for us to have
those regulations. Do you have information that we don't have

. already, or is it just that usual suspicion, we'have of regulations
written by downtown?

Dr. JEFFERSON. I do not have any 'inside information that the
subcommittee does not have. It is a general concern about the bet
that we think some progress has beta made in the comparabiliti
requirements in terms of reporting. But in the.general
hope that the regulations do not impede the intent of rongress in
passing legislation. So I don't have any specifics to point 6.

Mr. GOODLING. I would ask the chairman at this time, after we .
have had the opportunity to study those regulations, if we could
perhaps have them come up and explain them,to us. Then we can,
perhaps, dampen tkeir enthusiasm for over-regulatrng.

Individualized prescriptions, I know, in my district caused all
sorts cf problems. It is not only the Federal rdgulations, but then
the State regulations áê well. So I would,hope that we would look
very carefully at those. /

.Dr. Johnston, you said 82 different languages.
Dr. JOHNSTON. Isn't that incredible': It is correct, Mr. Goodlink.
Mr. GOODLING. It is incredible. Even Ms. Fenwick does not speak

82 different languages.
I must admit that the Senator's amendment that is causing you

so much grief; ,I don't know how it ever got into the legislation. He
came so suddenly, and was in and out so rapidly, that I must haver,
been sleeping at the tirne he presented it. Was it presented at thr
conference?

k.;hairman PERKINS. It wa3 predented at the conterence
Mr. GOODLING. He came in and out so rapidly, and with phottra-

phers. I kuess I was taken by the photographers, and did not fow
what it was he presented.

I cannot imagine how you could possibly live with that, and have
the greatest portion of your expenditures go to that dissemination.
What is going .to .be done with it after it is disoeminated is a real
problem. I guess there is nothing that we can do about that at this
point, until the legislation ,eornes back up again.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman PERKINS. Mr. Hawkins.
Mr. HAWKINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Witl- the passage of Propositimi 13 And the new regulatioris, tire

we to' asbume that 'the new regulations would require you, at the
State level, to'maintain the effortia...1 if that is not done, that there
will be a substantial loss to the L.A. -:,hool district, and if sot what
would be the app`kpximate loss?

Dr. JOHNSTON. Thank you, Mr. :Hawkins. It is my understanding
that a school district must have a 'base year, and for thie particular
year, we are 10 perbent below what we would normiilly be receiving
in total funds for the operations of the school district.

It just follows that we are unable to maintain our current efforq
Now, it will perhaps not be a full 10 percent. It swill be judged
ultimately as to what the actual depreciation of costs might be in
this area. But in that range, you can imagine, anticipating $45
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million in'title I funds, if is conceivable, if the concentration funds
do not come in the aggregate of .$8 million, we could lose in the
neighborhood of $3 to $4 million..

* Mr. HAWKINS- Does the State action in terms of what is called,
bail-out money, does this.enter at all into that equation?
' Dr. JOHNSTON. The bail-out funds are 1 year only. As we look
forward; and plan and anticipate what our budget will be for the
coming year, we have no knowledge at this point in time which of
the many bills that are before our State legislature will, in fact,
become law. .

4,

As, you know, Senator Dills has a bill. Leroy Green has a bill.
Senator Roberts has a bill. Here we are. in the critical planning
stake for our school districts in Califbrhia without any knowledge of tth e. amounts of funds that will be available.

Mr. HAvinctNs. Would the passage of any one of those bills allow
You to subthit that. as a maintenance of effort upon which the
Vederal money can be based? .

Dr. JOHNSTON. I like your strategy, and I accept your judgment.

persua Representatives from, all over the country, qutside of
-"Mr-rvictNs. It is going to be very difficult for .any of us to

Califorvia, to help the State if:the State itself does not/recognize
some respensibility.lt seems to-ine that it follows, and it is just that
simple. It may be a simplification of it, but I think that may be the
actolr sitnation.

Anyway, wo will elaborate con this some other time. Thank you.
Ms. Hobbs, I was quite intrigued with it statement that is in-

-.eluded in your prepared statOment on page 11, when you indicate
that title; I suffered greatly from adverse publicity, and then you
indicate that the gap between the title I student and the average
and above-average studenttis wider than ever. Then you indicate
that this _is as it shouId be, tliat it allows the release of personnel to
non-title I programs.

.

It would seem, by implication, what you are suggesting is that
there is an opportunity to fuggle the local school money in such a
way that the mainte l lance of effort is not4maintained, but the title
I money is- used fo the disadvantaged, which, of course, it is
intended to, but the it allows the school district to shift some
personnel around, so thaf seine locally supported personnel are

. -, shifted to other students, and that the gap not only remained wide,
but that. it becomes wider.

It does not seem to me that it sounds like good educational sense.
Ms. Howls. Mr. Hawkins, thank you for your question.
-As I read this, I interpret the word."manpower to mean time :.

and not personnel. When we are talking about the process releasing
manpower for the average and above-average learner, I did not
mean that it released personnel, but by working with title I
students, the .!xtra effort, then that gives smaller pupil/teacher
rat ios for those teachers already employed in the system. If not
smaller student/teacher ratios, it gives additional time to plan,
prepare instructional strategies for the average and above-average
student. 7

The statement has nothing to do with personnel, but it is the
;amount of' time and effort that that teacher can devote to those
students that remain with her. during the instructional teaching
time.
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Mr. HAWKINS. I will accept that explanation for that, but what is
the meaning of the phrase: "Therefore, ele gap reniains or. gets
wider. This is as it should be." ..What is the significance of that
statement? ,

Ms. Hons. Mr. Hawkins, I preceded these statements by saying,
in my opinion, based on my experience, I believe that there are
varying levels of ability in all students. Many title I students that
we work with are not progressing at the, level that other students
are progressing. In my opinion, they never will.-

..) Mr. HAWKINS. I don't exactly agree, but nevertheless I am trying
to get some reason.

Let's phrase it another way, if non-title I students are always
Ring to maintain an achievement level that is substantially higher,
and it is going to get higher, and the gap is going to get wider, then
there is little justification or little supportwe are going to lose
support for title I programs, it seems to me, if they are not bringing
the students up to what should be expected of students.°

Ms. HOBBS. If the justification is that we are going to close the
gap, and that all students will be progressing at the same level at
the same time, then I could not agree with that. I believe that. we
are obligated to provide for every- student the resources for that
student to progress at his or her own level of ability.

Now, title I and its resources provide that for the title I stu-
dents, I feel that we are also obligated to provide that for all other
students. 4

Mr. HAWKINS. If you want to do that at the local level, that is one
thing. But I am speaking in terms of the intent of this program as it
was originally drafted, and that was, as I thought, to remove, or to
at least narrow the gap on the basis that there are disadvantaged
children, who are not disadvantaged because of any mental prob-
lem, but merely because of the question of circumstances, and that
we would, narrow the gap, if anything, rather than applaua its
getting wider on the basis that the non-title I students, somehow,
are much brighter. They may be more fortunate when they come
from middle-class families, or families that don't need' the schools
probably as much as the children in low-income areas.

I just don't exactly agree with you in the fundamental assump-
tions that these students are, somehow, inherently weaker and
therefore, we always have to assume that they are goi-1 to be
behind throughout life is -really what you are saying.

Ms. HOBBS. "hat is not my assumption:
Mr.,11AWKINs. I see. I am glad of that. .

Thank you.
Chairman PERKINS. MS. Harbison, did you want to respond?
Ms. HARBISON. Mr. Hawkins, could I respond to that question?
Mr. HAWKINS, Yes, surely.
Ms. HARBISON. I represent a very ordinary type of district that

has children very representative of those children found all over
the country. We, like Dr. Johnston, since we are close neighbors,
have lots of languages, and have lots of mixtures. But we do have, I
think, a very typical group of children, and therefore a very typical
group of title I children. We have found statistical evidence over a
period of time that we can close the gap.

It is possible in our particular area and our school board because
they have been so goncerned about accountability and use of Fed

I 404 (1 74 7
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eral funds, and particularly in the use of title I funds,. and they
have asked the title I program to report to ihem more than any
other single progrant in our entire district, and they have also asked
us to keep longitudinal data.

We have discovered that because the children are progressing at a
higher rateour rate happens to be a month-and-a-half in the title
I programthat that gap does close. Even though a child is behind
11/2, or even 2 years behind in the second or third grade, at the end of
3 years in a title I program, that gap can be closed, and sometimes
erased completely'. The children are completely educablr.....

As we have all tried to say here, they all learn at different :rates,
and our children, we have d.iscovered, learn at different rates, and
because of the interventien of the additional assistance in title I,
they are becoming successful.

Mr. HAWKINS. That wa§ my thought. If you are not going to make
some attempt, and succeed, to some extent, in closing the gap, then
there is no need for any of us to be pleading for title I programs.
That is just about the vt ay I feel about it.

Chairman PERKINS. Me. Ashbrook.
Mr. ASHEROOK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I havoi no questions.
Chairman PERKINS: Mr. Murphn.
Mr. MURPHY. I have no question$
Chairman PERKINS. Let me thank till of you, the entire panel, for \

your appearance today. I think that you have a great selling job to
do to the 'House Committee on Appropriations, the Labor-HEW
Subcommitt3e particularly. To educate this Congress, you have a
great big job.
. Thank you very much. .

The committee is now adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 11:15 a.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon-

vene at the call of the Chair.]
[Additional material submitted for the recqrd follows:]

`,
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED EITAMES
MOUU Of IRSPREUNTATIVES

WASHINGTON. O.C. 20510

April 3, 1979

The Honorable Carl Perkins
Chairman
Subcommittee on Elementary,

Secondary and Vocational Educatiom
Suite B346C Rayburn H.O.B.
Washington, D.C. 20516

ffr

Dear Mr. Chairman:

WASHOSTON Winn
I BSI Immo% Swam
WhINIMIWIR D.O. Will

(0113 0304111

TOW.= Muria
14040411ff

The enclosed letter from Georgia Rice, Montana Super;

intendent of Public Instruction, expresses concern about

new regulations under Title of the Elementary and SPcon-

dary Education Act.

I believe Mrs. Rice has raised some ipportant questions

about revisions affeoting parent advisory eouncils, and

I would appreciate it very much if you would include her
remarks in the record of the Subcomittee's March 6th over-

sight hearings on Title I.

Thank you for your,aseistance.

Best regards.

Sincerely,

Pat Williams

Enclosure

THIS sTATIoNERY Pniperso ON PAPER MADE WITH 'RECYCLED PIKERS

9
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March 8, 1979
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_ .UFFICE OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

STATE CAPITOL
HELENA, M ON T AN A 59601

440614494095

The Honorable Pat Williams.
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 0515

Dear Represen

Georgia Rke
Sepaistsket

Re: Parental Involvement
ESEA Title I-
Sec. 125, Title I, P.L. 95-561

We are developing workable administeative procedures to implement the Education
.Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 9I-561). We are concerned'that Section 125 of licle I,

parental involvement, may create an adminietratiVe nightmare for .school districts.
We want to share our concerns with you.

Under the previous law and the regulations, ESEA Title I, projpct area (school)
parent adviiory councils.werecomposed of members selected by parents of children .

served, or to be served, by the project. The districtwide council was composed of
members selected from the membership of each project area (school) council. All
parents In a projec; area, including parents of private school children, were
eligible to partiApate in.the aelection of ita council meMers. School district
officials and the district advisbry council established procedures for nomination
and selection of the membership. Section 125 changes this procedure by requiring
that the districtwide council be elected by the parents in each eistrict and the
.project area (school) couacils be elicted by parents in each project.lires. The
law no longer permits the "pyramid cf.-feet" we bad under the previous regulations,
that is, the districtwide council memberep,selected from each project area (school)
council membership': . r,

We understand legal counsel for the U.S. Office of Education has made the following
interpretations:

1. The districtwide council must be elected by a districtwide election and
the project area (school) council: must be elected by a project area
election, thus, councils are separare entities necessitating separate
elections. There is a possibility of.totally separate membership which

- could result in lack of continuity, coordination and cooperation.

2. :The ballot must provide separate qategories of nominees to ensure appro-
priate representation, that is, a) parente of pupils to be perved in a
project, b) parents of pupils eligible to be served but not currently
participating in a project, and c) others.

3. Teachers may be elected bUt adminietratore are not mentioned in the taw.

Affirmative Affirm liEU EMployet

46
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The H'Snorable Pat Williams

March 8, 1979
Page two:

.

4. Only parents of school-lge children may vote in the election; other

qualified voters who have no children ih school may not-vote for candi-

dates.but coul4 be a candidate and elected to serve on the council.

5. Principals and othei administrators'may
be members of the 6ouncil if

they reside in the project area and are duly elected.
-

Any of the above could result in an administrative nightmare for our laiger school

districts which have several project areas, such as Billings, Greet Falls, Buttep

Helena and Missoula school districts, to name a few. For example:

1. The school district would have to maintain at least three districtwide

voter lists as well am three project area
(school) voter lists to ensure

appropriate representation as.well as to ensure only eligible voters 4tre

allowed to vote.

2. Parents must agree to be identified as parents of chifdren to be served.

This information must be made available to all vuters districtwide as

well as in project areas.. This may conflict with the privacy aot or

civil rights laws.

3. Conducting several elections can be costly and reduce available Title 1

funds for programs to serve children. For example, Billings would have

to conduct 13 separate elections, Great Fallb 14 eleetions,-Butte 11

elections, Helena 6 electi.ls and Missouloc,1,,12 elections.

My office is dedicated to the encouragement
and promotion of community and citieen 0

involVement in the education system and in,..the education of their ... We

commend Congress for their support of parental involvement in federalprograms.--

We certainly do not oppose elections, however, we see this section of the nducation

Amendments of 1979 tq be too inflexible and we fear administratively difficult,

cumbersome and perhaps almost imposAble to implement. We /eel the4previous law

and regulations worked well for Montana.

We would Lip eciate it if you would review this matter. Should you wish to discuss

this further, please call me.

Sincerely,

OKI ICE

uperin endent

GRunf

t1 1
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EPORTMERT Of ERRAND
STATIVOARDOFEDUCATION QMSION OF FECERALPROGRAMS

JIM DUPREE. WtlISION CHAIRMAN ARCH FOIIO EDUCATION BUILDING LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS I3M1

WAYNE HARTSFIELDJ4AREY. VICE CMAINMAN

March 28, 1979
MRS JAMESW CHESNUTT.NOTSFAReGS
JOHN is CLARK. FonnEtY Cyy
T C. COGOILL. JR- STAB CITY
OR ELLIS GARDNER. RusSELLvmLE
HARRY A RAINES. BLYTHEVILLE
ROBERT L NEWTON. WM[1
WALTER TURNISOW. SPRINODAlt

A. W FORD
121RICTOR

Conorable Carl D. Perkins
Hblse of Representatives
.Rayburn,HouSe Office Building

Room 2365
Washington, DC. 20515

Dear Mr, Perkins:

er

It has recently been brought to my attention that the Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare has recommended in their fiscal year budget

to "Cap" all state agency programs in Title I ESEA. This would greatly

curtail and reduce Many important thingo taking place in the,migrant

program. The follwing is a list of the drast.c effects the "Cap" would

have upon Migrant Education. If this recommendation is approved, the

"Cap" would:

1, Completely stop initiative on the part of,the states on identifying

and recruiting migrant children

2. Serioualy curtail the skills based programs that are just heivg

implemented

8.

.\

Completely kill all secondary school programs'just as migrant

children had begun advancing in the upper grade levels

4. Reduce the number oi children that could be.served in the migrant

program

S. Prevent the migrant program frum serving pre-,,.:hool children,

which is the Office of Education's top priority

6. Prevent expanding into the new legislation that is just recently

being passed by Congress which allews you to serve the families

who Aillou the cultivation and harvesting of trees,

"An E,1,1.1 ()own Itinty moloy..1 M. F"
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7. Prevent ihe states from fully carrying out the summer school

program that has just recently become part of the new legis-

lation

3. Kill the initiative of the credit exchange program for high schOol

migrants that has been endorsed by the Education Commissi8n of
the States Tauk,Force and the Chief State School Officers

9. Kill the parental involvement that has been starAed in the

migrant program

10. Cause Arkansas to lose approximately 2 million dollars.

These are just a fel: of the effects ehe "Cap" would have on this
one particelar program, if allowed to stand. It leavee migrant thildren

as the only category of disadvantaged children that would not receive an

increase In FY80 and future years. . .

The other state agency programs, the Handicapped, the Neglected, and

the Delinquent, would also be greatly affected since institutionalized
care has become a very heavy burden upon the state54

The inflationary costs alone, if these programs are "Capped", would

eertairily cause a decrease in program services and would result An the

termination of a largenumber of amployeer.
*

I respectfully request that you resist any effort in tfie "Capping",

of the stote agency programs, which, if allowed, would seriously impair

and hurt a large group bf disadvantaged children in this country. These

are the children that dre probably the most dissdvantaged beitg served

under Title I.

Your consideration in this matterlWill be greatly appreciated.

Aincere y,

G.

AssocLdte Nirecor of Federal Prograos
Arkansas lepartment oi Education

4,

I t eri
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MAU Or OHIO
PEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

COLUMBUS
432111

March 15, 1979

The Honorable Carl Perkins
U.S. House of...Representatives
.2365 Rayburn House Office Bldr...

Washington, D.. 20515

Dear Mr. Perkins:

0

, Jam. W. Mae. Dim*,
DIVISION OF FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

933 1195 Siwn
WallwVon. Ohe43065

We respectfully request.that the enclosed testimony, Title I A Success in

Ohio, be included as'a pqrt of the recoKd for the oversight hearings on the

effectiveness of litle I. .

Yoe are to be commended for holding hearings on such an important subject.

Tiae I funds are making a significant impact on the lives of thousands of

Ohio students. We believe Tf.tle I is working well and appreciate the oppor-

tuniLy to present the positive side of the program.

Sincerely,

J mes W. Miller, Director
,Division of Federal Assistance

JWM:aym
Enclosure

,

es
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TITLE. I, A SUCCESS IN OHIO

t.

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act provides opportun-

ities for children with learning problems to make significant academic

,ains. This program, now in its 14th year of succossful implementation

.n Ohio, also.addresses,several of the major concerns the American public

has about education. f' . !

In the 10th Annua Gallup Poll which surveWthe public's attitude toward -%

edueation, cation was "What if anything, do you think the public

oe ichOols in communiteshould be doing that'they are not doing now?"

For the nation is a whole, the first 'four suggestions ranked: (1)-more
2

strict discipline, (2) better teachers, (3) back to basics, and (4) more

. parental involvement.

An assessmpt of the effectiveness of Title I'in Ohio shows that the pro-

gram as implemented not only carries out:the intent of Congress, but also

has an emphazis Which direutly addresses the,second, ihird, andlOurth

recommendations of tho public mentioned above.

Students setked,in Title 1 receive personalized instruction ba'sed on their

individual'ncedS and abilities. Children not only improve; basic skills, but

moru importantly often for 04: first time, establish rapport with a teacher

who believes in and cares for them in a way no other teacher has before,,

Well-trained teachers are the rule in Title I, not the exception.

Respondents to the Gallup Poll indicated a desire for "teachers who take a

personal interest in each student, who try to understand each student and

his or her?problems..,." Title I teache:s keep current through inserv,ice

education. Training focuses primarily on dilgnosing instructional needs
, aad.on developing individual plans to help students who have difficulty

%learning basic reading and math skills,

. .

Poll respondents also wanted "more conferences h2tween parents And teacitears.

They would like to know much more about what parents can do in the:home to

help thoir children in school." Title I requires parent participation in

planning, implementing, and evalnating.the progrm. In fiscal 1978, more

thaa 78,000 individual conferenceg were held with parents. Teachers made

16,401 home visits, and 31,729 parents visited Title I'classes. In addition,

parents were involved in group meetings. There were also, district-wide par-

ent councils in each school district '. ore than 29,000 persons participated

in paTent counLils.

The poll also reported that people want "greater emphasis placed upon what

they often describe as the 'fundamentals,' meaning reading, writing, and

arithmetic." In the 1,978 Ohio Title I program, 114,785 or 89% of the par-

ticipants were given supplemental instruction in reading. An additional

1,6,663 or 9% were given assistance in math. Most impottantly, students aro

making significant gains in both reading and math.

1. ,5
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The data included as a part of the annu4I evaluation'reports submitted
to the U.S. Office of Education substantiatethis claim that studebts .!
4ho had been experiencing serious learning problems ip the clabsroom are
making significant gains.

,,, . .t. . 0 ,

- :., .

For the past two years, fiscal 1977 and 1978, Ohio educators have used
evaluation Model A-1 as developod by the RMC Corpoiation of Mountainview,,)
California. The Instructions from RMC indicate that'the expected gain
wittout special program intervOntion is.0, whtle Ln average gain of 7
normal curvo equivalent (NCH) units is considered significant progress.

For both'years, Title I students in Ohio far exceeded'the average expected
and significant gain levels in reading ahd math. Average gains in reading
were 11 and 12 in 1977 and 1978 respectively. Gains in math were 14 and 15.

geported gains for students at ell grade levels exceeded the expected leVel
in both subjects. Reading.gains at all grade levels exceeded the signifi,-
crIt standard of 7 NCt's. Math gains mot or exceeded the standard at all
grade levels where 20 or more scores were reported.

It is particularly significant that this amount of gain was obtained by
children who were selected wi6 aavery restrictive selection criteria.
Children in Ohio must score at or below the 33rd percentile on a ttandard-'
ized achievement test to qualify for service in the program. In fiscal'
1978, funds were sufficient to serve only .37%, of those children who were
eligible. Priority of service was based on those Kaving tho greatest need..-
.that is, those who scored loipst. J

Support for services to students who have learning problems extends beyond
that provided by federal dollars. Even in a time of great fiscal restraint
in Ohio, the State Oeneral.Assembly continues to appropriate $33,000,000
annUally in state funds to wxpand programs funded from federal resources,
ESEA Title I in particular.4 .

The House Education and Labor Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and
Vocational Education, under the chairmanship of Mr. Carl Perkins, deserves
commendation for its support of Title I.

4
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APPENDIX

FISCAp 1978 SUMMARY

cC

I

1. Of Ohio's 616 school districts, 97% conducted Title I instructional
.

programs. ' .

, .
. .,

.

1. Local tchool.districts spent $61,91,317 to provide Title 1 instruction

me ,"
atcisupportive services for 126,216 educationally 4sadvantaged children. .

Ai

A
:

a Most Title I activities occurred in e regular school term, during.or

-which 97% of the participants receive instruction and 99% of all expo; '

ditures were made.
,

\. 4. Of the students receiving Title 1 instruction during the regular school

A term, 96% were in grade six or below. The greatest concentration of .

pupils, 70%,-was in grade on6 through grade four.
A

Si

S. A total of 5,517 nonpublic school pupils received Title I instruction

during the regular term and 693 received summer:term instruction.

6. Neglected'or delinquent children receiving Title ; instruction totaled

1,670 the regular term and 837 in the summer.

,7. Due to the Level of funding, only 37% of the stOdents meeting the selec-
,

tion criteria were Served.*

8. Mighe4 priority for Title I services is given to'reading. Eighty-eight '

* percent of all regular term participants and191% of all summer term parti-

cipants received instructionn this area:

9. Title I participants arc making significant achievement gains. Students

.

,receiving extra instruction in roadiRg gained in average of 12 NCEs (tho

'ncfMal curve equivalent,unit of measure especially designed to measure

Title I progress). Students-receiving mathematics instruction gained an

average qf IS NCEs. (A gain of 7 4. considered significont.)

10. Eighty-two percent of all expenditures for the year were directed toward

reading instruction. Next in money expended were mathematics and pre- er

school education, with 9 and 7% resosctively. f*

11. Ninety-three percent ofPall 'expenditures for the year were for staff

salaries and related fringe benefits.

12. School districts hired 3,035 teachers, on a full-time equivalent basis,

to instrat Title I participants during the regular term. During the

summer term, districts hired 524 teachers on a full-pmo equivalent basis.

,
13. Title 1 teachers and supportivu personnel spent 117,720' hour§ in inser- ,

. vice education sessions. For tr,e averagLempipyce, tht4 amounted to520
_ .

_

hours. ,i .

. .
,

4. Parent advisory councils are an integral part of Title I. A total of

7,969 parents served on 'district-wide councils and 17,489 were pn building-

level councils. . .

(From Title I in,Ohio, 13th Annual Report)

.t.
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APPENDIX B

TITLE I SUCdESS STORIES

From TitleI to a Scholarship

-

Jack McCarthy, a 1978 graduqg of East PalestiagOigh School (Columbiana
. County), is convinced that Titlp I helped him wih a M000 scholarship. Jack
expresses his feelings this way: "When I look back on my 12 years of school-

) ing, One of the most significant factors was a special reading course in third
grade. Yes, I was a slow reader along with a handful of others in my claw

. .

'Try to understand the feelings of a child with thin problem. I know it first
I felt worthless, ,embarrassed, and ashamed. But somehow my reading teacher,
Mrs. Bentley, madem feel privileged to be in the program, Sorkhow she con-
vinced me that the program was for special people, not necessarily slow, just
special. She helped me.gain confidence in myself Which in turn made te read
more A front'of people. So the more I read, the bettor I could'read.

,

,

"[luring my senior year, I was involved again with our reading prograrvorily
tNis.t4me as a tutor. I-found that tutoring was a very rewarding experience.

l'
, 1,was,assigned'a special little boy who was having greai trouble weth his rpad- .

. ,ling, During the year.while I worked with him I watched him progress. Today,.
he can read 100% better than he did last year. Although he will have to,keor

.
workinrand'striving to become a baiter reader, I feel certain he An and will ,....

- _ _.(1dit. ' .44. (

%

ti"In recent years, I.have found that I like art very much. This year i'decided %.

I would like to continue mystudy o! art at t'le Art Institute of Port Lauder-
%

"fdale, Florida. With thls in mind; I entered national competftion with an
architectural drawing of a idem and won first place with p $6,000 scholarship
to Oat instate." .

: - ,

. g . .
...11 .. ,

.
Jack''S foimer Tiile I teacher,..B. 4Bantley1 expla 10hat the tutoring men- .

%,t*Iitioned is'a teacher-assistance colAse which seniors may take as an elective i

Course. She says, "This past year, 7? senieysiltelped 7? elementary nr midd10 t

school students'about half.an hour a d4, fiq, days u week. Tutors, most of
. .

, whet 'Woik. utder the direction of Title I teachers, provide backup P sistance
,.......

to current 'itle I suidents. Other tutors work wi4th classroom tea, ..:rs and '

students in iourth grade and above who are no longer neceiving extra Title I ,

instrucAon."

Needless to say, Mrs, Bentley is proud of Jack and pleased that ho gives Title I . f.

credit for helping him win a sotolars,hip. .

4

. .

' (From The' Clipboard, Number 38--Fall, 1978) 9
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Where Are They Now

A Title I teacher in Lakewood Local near Newark, since 1966, Ruth Hostetler.

recently inquired ubout her former students. Stories of success wore more

freçuent than she anticipated.. Examples, wifh names changed, follow.
4

Bob, who had eye-hand coordination problems which masked and frustrated a
brilliant mind, now mins a successful business ih Washington, D.C.

Jim, once a bright but immature class clown, was appointed to the Nalial

Academy at Annapolis. . 4

Don, burdened witil a minty'. brain disfunction, graduated from high school this
past June and is now attending the University of Cincinnati,.

.-.Linda, who needed extra help because of immaturity and poor coordination, is

now winning junior olympic prizes for broadjumping and doing hurdles.

Julie1 whose perceptual skills were so weak.she couldn't write in a straight

line, is now a poised, solf-assured eighth grader who is doing quite well in

school,

Carl, whose home situation led to placement foster home, progressed in

one year from the bottom of his first-grade class in reading to near the top.

ft (From The Clipboard, Number 35--Fall, 1977)

Turnaround with Parent Involvement

Jodi had a negative attitude which turned everyone off'when she was first

assigned to Title I reading. In spite of tests-indicating she had a high

IQ, Jodi was very unhappy and doing poorly in school. -The turnaround came

after her mother started working as a school volunteer. The girl became

proud that her mother was helping and the mother became more understanding
about her daughter's educational and emotional needs.

The interaction among parent, child, and teachers helped bring about student

progress. Jodi's reading skills, and skills in other subject areas, improved.
By the end of the year, she had jumped from below the 33rd percentile to the

68th percentile on the Metropolitan Reading Test.

(From The Clipboard, Number 38--Fall, 1978)


